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CURRENT TOPICS. 

WE print elsewhere an order for the re-transfer from Mr, 
Justice Bannzs of six actions to Mr. Justice Srretina and of 
seven actions to Mr. Justice Romer, and of one action to Mr. 
Justice Byrne. 


— — 





Tue Lanp Transrer Rules were not obtainable at the Queen’s 
Printers on Thursday last, — a limited number of copies were 
to be had at the Land Regis try. Noone seems to have observed 
that the Gazette of the oe of April last contained the usual 
notice under the Rules Publication Act, 1893, that draft rules 

ed under the Land Transfer Act, 1897, and that 


had been 
“ copies may be obtained on application at the Land Registry, 


Lincoln’e-ina- fields.” 





We norg next week to commence a series of articles dealing 
with the general scope and contents of the Land Transfer Rules, 


In the meantime, returning to the portion of the rules relating 


to costs, we discover an important rule, 261 (¢), which was over- 
looked in cur observations last week, and which —- 
that where, on the occasion of a purchase of unregistered land 

the purchaser’s solicitor receives the remuneration fixed by the 
Remuneration Order, his remuneration for registerip ap cats As 
possessory title thereon ehall not exceed £2 2s. in cases w 

the value does not exceed £5,000, and in cases where the value 
exceeds £5,000 shall be £5 58. ; so that practically the scale for 
“ first re with a title,” to which we referred 
last week, does not ly app’ to the case of 8 panchass. 


Other rules — for the retention of the 

for the remuneration not incl the 222 
ments, extra work, b or proceedings w under section 
4 of the Remuneration Order, are noi to be —e in the 


remuneration prescribed by Schedule 1 of that O 





Tnx nvLzs under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, 


whieh have recently appeared, shew that the efforts of the 
6, 
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the deceased cayged or accelerated by such broach of duty? (4) 
= Waathe deceased unable to escape from the prisoner, and #0 40 
? d The 


- must find an answer in the affirmative to each of these ques- 


-tress, and unable to exercise her free will. 
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Council of the Incorporated Law Society to procure the modifi- 
cation of the singular provisions affecting solicitors originall 
contemplated by the framers of the Act have been attended wit 
great success. It will be remembered that, by paragraph 5 of 
the s2cond schedule of the Act, it is provided that ‘“ Rules of 
Court may make provision for the appearance in any arbitration 
under this Act of any party by some other person.” It is now 
—5 by rule 32, that a party to any arbitration may appear 

4) in person, or by a member of his family ; (4) by a solicitor 
acting generally in the matter for such party, but not by a 
solicitor retained as an advocate by such first-mentioned solicitor ; 
(c) by counsel ; (d) by a person in the permanent and exclusive 
employment of the party; (¢) in the case of a company or cor- 
poration, by any director, secretary, officer, or person in the 
permanent and exclusive employment of the company or cor- 
poration; (/) by leave of the judge or arbitrator, by any 
Officer or member of any society or other body of persons of 
which such party is a member “ or with which he is connected” 
[what do these last words mean?]; or (y) by leave of the judge 
or arbitrator, by any other person. And the rule also provides 
that no person other than a solicitor who appears or acts on 
behalf of any party io any arbitration under the Act shall be 
entitled to have or recover from such party any fee or reward for 
80 appearing or acting other than such travelling expenses and 
(1m the case of a workman or a member of his family) allowance for 
time (if any) as shall be allowed by the judge or arbitrator; 
fees of counsel being excepted. These provisions appear to go 
as far in favour of professional assistance as could be done in 
face of the provision of paragraph 5 of the second schedule. 





THE FOUR QuEsTions put to the jury by Purtiimorg, J., on the 
trial of Mrs. Camiiza Nicnotts for manslaughter were un- 
doubtedly the correct ones. In effect they were (1) Was there 
a duty of the prisoner towards the deceased? (2) Was the 
prisoner guilty of a breach of that duty? (3) Was the death of 





avoid the consequences of the-prisaner’s breach. of duty ? 
jury were charged that in order to convict the prisoner they 


tions. Now, there is no room for doubt that it is the duty of a 
mistress to supply her domestic servant with sufficient food to 
support life and health. It is also quite clear that it is no 
defence to a charge of manslaughter that the death took place 
from the effects of a disease which must have caused death 
sooner or later, if the wrongful act or omission of the accused 
shortened the life of tie deceased. The law bearing on the first 
three questions has been often commented upon judicially, and 
is well-established. The fourth point, however, has not so often 
been considered. Suppose a master, whose duty it is to feed his 
servant, refuses to give that servant any fuod at all. The 
natural result would be, not that the servant would die of star- 
vation, but that he would at once leave the house and probably 
sue his master for breach of contract. Therefore, it is necessary, / 
in order to convict the master of manslaughter, not only to shew 
that the deceased servant died of starvation, but that he was 
unable to leave the service if hechose. This was well expressed 
‘by Ente, C J., in a case of Reg. v. Smith (13 W. R. 816), which 
in many of its features closely resembled the recent case. He 
said: ‘Ifa person having the custody of another neglects to 
eupply that other with food so that death ensues, it is a criminal 
offencs. But the law is also clear that if such person, having a 
free will, chooses to stay in a service where bad feod and lodg- 
ing is provided, and death is caused thereby, the criminal 
responsibility does not attach. The question is then, whether 
the deceased was co helpless in mind and body as to be unable 
to withdraw herself from the prisoner’s dominion.’’ The Court 
for Crown Cases Reserved held in this case that there was no 
evidence to support the fiading of the jury that the servant was 
unable to withdraw, and so the conviction was quashed, In 
Mrs. Nicnoxts’ case the jury were clearly satisfied that the un- 
fortunate girl was eo broken by illness, deprivation, and ill- 
treatment that she was entirely under the dominion of her mis- 
In this opinion most 
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Tue pecision of Romer, J., in Harrop vy. The Mayor of Osseit 
(1898, 1 Ch. 525) settles a point of great importance to public 
authorities and to persons — te litigation with — 
The decision is that the Public Authorities Protection Act, 1893, 
applies to all actions against public authorities or their officers 
in the Chancery Division, and not merely to actions of tort or 
actions in which damages are claimed ; and that therefore judg- 
ment in any such action for the defendants carries with it the 
right to costs as between solicitor and client. The Act in ques- 
tion is intended to be a substitute for a number of enactments 
relating to various public authorities and prescribing the notice 
of action to be given and the time within which such actions are 
to be brought, and these enactments are repealed by section 2 of 
the Act. The substituted provisions differ materially from the 
repealed enactments: notice of action is abolished in every case ; 
a uniform period of six months from the cause of action is pre- 
scribed ; and the new provision which was the subject of the 
decision of Romer, J., isadded. The words of the Act are very 
wide ; stated shortly they cover “‘ any action, prosecution, or other 
proceeding ”’ brought against a public authority or their officers 
in respect of anything done in the execution of an Act of Parlia- 
ment or public duty or in respect of any neglect or default 
in such execution; and clause (4) enacts that ‘“‘ wherever in 
any such action a judgment is obtained by the defendant, it 
shall carry costs to be taxed as between solicitor and client.” 
Amongst the repealed enactments is section 264 of the Public 
Health Act, 1875, which enacted that a writ or process should 
not be sued out against a local authority or their officers in 
respect of acts or omissions under that Act until one month 
after notice of the cause of action had been given, and that the 
action should be commenced within six months after the cause 
of action. It was held by the Court of Appeal in Mower v. Low 
Leyton Local Board (25 W. R. 545, 5 Ch. D. 347) that section 264 
did notapply where the object of the action was to restrain the com- 
mission of a nuisance, notwithstanding that compensation for past 
damage was also claimed. The ground upon which the court 
seems to have mainly relied was that if the section were held to 
apply, the defendant authority would have full liberty to continue 
the nuisance, and perhaps to cause irreparable mischief during the 
month after the notice of the cause of action. This reason is no 
longer applicable, for the Act of 1893 contains no provision 
requiring notice of action to be given. There seems little doubt 
that the decision of Romer, J., is correct ; there is no indication 
that the operation of the new Act is confined to any particular 
class of actions,.and the actual words are wide enough to em- 
brace every kind of proceedings. - There is even an indication 
that the Act was intended to apply to actions for an injunction, 
for clause (c) which commences. ‘‘ where the proceeding is an 
action for damages’’ and makes provisions as to the effect of 
tender of amends, concludes with the words “ but this pro- 
vision shall not affect costs on any injunction in the action.” 
The question involved must of necessity be of frequent occur- 
rence, having regard to the wide terms of the Act and the mass 
of repealed enactments relating to a great variety of public 
authorities, to all of which the Act of 1893 and the decision in 
Harrop v. Ossett will apply. 





Tue Maticrovs Injuries to Property Act, 1861, after dealing 
with a large number of cases of injury to property of various 
kinds, provides, by section 52, that ‘‘ whosoever shall wilfully or 
maliciously commit any damage, injury, or spoil to or upon any 
real or personal property whatsoever,” in any case not otherwise 
provided for, shall be guilty of an offence punishable sum- 
marily. About nine years ago Hall v. Richardson (54 J. P. 346) 
came before a Divisional Court upon the construction of this 
section. In that care a milk-carrier had accidentally spilt 
some of his master’s milk, and ia order to escape blame, but not 
with a fraudulent intent, had filled up the churn with water, 
and sold the diluted milk to his master’s customers. He was 
charged with wilfully and maliciously committing damage to 
the milk. The magistrates refused to convict, and, on appeal to 
the High Court, the late Lord Chief Justice and Maruew, J., 
upheld the decision of the magistrates, and held that the 
accused was not liable to conviction. Their grounds for so 





persons who read the evidence will probably concur, 


holding were that, although the milk-carrier did what he did 








tre reyes ,lté<C CUO Oe err ame men ee 





elt 
lic 


3, 
rs 


he 
DE - 
ats 
ce 
ire 


he 
0 ; 


he 
ry 
er 
rs 
ia- 
ult 
in 
99 
lic 
ld 
in 
th 
he 
se 
010 
64 


ist 
irt 


us 
he 
no 
on 
bt 
on 
ar 
n- 
on 
n, 
an 


rO- 
” 


ir- 
188 
lic 


us 





— — 


May 7» 1808.. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


[Vol. 42.] 463 _ 








intentionally, and in that sense wilfully, still he had no guilty 
mind, and did not intend to injure any person, least of all his 
master, who had in fact suffered no pecuniary loss. Now, it is 
to be noticed that the words of section 52 are “wilfully or 
maliciously,” not ‘ wilfully and maliciously,” as in other sections 
of the statute. It seems, therefore, that ifa m does an act 
intentionally, which in the natural course of things causes damage 
to property, it is not necessary to prove that he intended to injure 
any person ; and that it is quite sufficient to shew that such an act 
was done wilfully without also having to shew that it was done 
maliciously. The aet which the milkman committed was clearly 
done intentionally, in order to benefit himself at the expense of 
his master’s customers, and it obviously did damage the milk. 
If, then, it was not wilful damage to property, it is very hard 
to see what the words mean. For these reasons Hall v. Richard- 
son has generally been considered an unsatisfactory decision, 
and last Saturday it was overruled by a Divisional Court, con- 
sisting of seven judges, in the case of Roper v. Knott, In this 
case Sho the accused person was a milk-carrier who bad added 
water to his master’s milk, but he had done so with ‘the 
fraudulent intention of putting money into his own pocket at 
the expense of the buyers of the diluted milk, though with no 
personal malice against his master. His fraud was discovered 
before he started on his round and the milk was thrown away. 
The magistrate considered himself bound by Hall v. Richardson, 
and so dismissed the information, but stated a case. When the 
case came on in the usual course, it was referred to a special 
court, who allowed the appeal and sent the case back to the 
magistrate. This court has now interpreted section 52, and 
held that it —* whenever wilful damage is done to property, 
even though there is no intention to injure the owner, and 
even where the owner is not in fact injured; and that the 
section aims at damage to property independently of loss to any 
person. Now, although it is not necessary to prove malice in 
order to convict under this section, might it not be argued that 
in both these cases the act was in fact done maliciously? In 
each case the act was done deliberately, knowing that the con- 
sequence would necessatily be to impose an adulterated article 
upon the buyer, and knowing that the consequence might be to 
submit the master to a prosecution for adulteration. It is sub- 
mitted that an act committed under such circumstances is done 
with a guilty mind, and that therefore in law it is done 
maliciously. 


TE pvistTincTion between applying for shares and underwriting 
shares has been illustrated in an interesting manner by the case 
of Sydney Harbour Colliertes (Limited) v. Earl Grey, decided by 
the House of Lords last week. The plaintiff company was, in 
1894, about to offer to the public 23,500 preference shares of 
£10 each. The defendant underwrote 2,000 of the shares upon 
the terms that, if the public subscribed bond fide for the whole 
of the shares, his responsibility was to cease. If they subscribed 
any smaller amount, he was to take up such number of shares 
as would constitute his pro rata contribution with the other 
underwriters, to make up the difference between the total 
amount subscribed by the public and the total amount under- 
written. The whole of the 23,500 shares were underwritten, 
and some of the underwriters had by their underwriting contracts 
agreed to ‘‘hold firm” a certain number of the shares. The 
outside public applied for only 4,134 shares, and, in apportion- 
ing the felon among the underwriters, differences arose as to 
the meaning of the expression “hold firm.” The company took 
the view that the shares to which the expression applied were to 
be taken by the respective underwriters in satisfaction pro tanto of 
the shares which they were bound by their agreements to take up. 
On this basis the quota of shares which the defendant had to 


|} take up was 1,470. The defendant, on the other hand, insisted 


that the agreement by some of the underwriters to ‘‘ hold firm” 
certain shares was separate from their underwriting agreements, 
and that the shares to which the words were applied were to 
be reckoned with those subscribed for by the outside public. 
This substantially increased the number of shares so subscribed, 
and correspondingly diminished the number to be taken by the 
defendant, The matter was referred to Mr. Justi¢e CHannELL 
as arbitrator, before his elevation to the Bench, and he, deciding 
in favour of the defendant, fixed the shares to be taken up by 





him at 854, but stated a case. The Divisional Court 
were of a contrary opinion, but the Court of Appeal and now 
the House of Lords have su the arbitrator. It would 
be difficult, indeed, if the words “ hold firm” are to have any 
effect given to them, to decide otherwise. An underwriter’s last 
thought is to hold any shares firm. He hopes to take his com- 
miesion and see the shares eafely absorbed by the public. An 
agreement to take certain shares in any event is foreign to the 
spirit of the underwriting agreement, and is indeed a 

contract. The underwriters who made such a contract were: 
bound to carry it out, and, in addition, to take up the shares 
properly assigned to them under their underwriting agreements. 
The defendant’s share, therefore, had been properly reduced to 
the lower of the two figures mentioned above, 





Szcrion 43 of the Licensing Act, 1872, provides that any 
pers6n who appears before the licensiog justices and opposes 
the grant of a new licence, and no other person, may appear and 
oppose the confirmation of such t. The same section gives 
quarter sessions power to “ ah as to the ings ‘ 
to be adopted for confirmation of new licences, and the costs to | 
be incurred in any such proceedings, and the person by whom 
such costs are to be paid.” Probably almost every < 

























pplicant, “amt —aiso—te—the-cterk of the peace, within 
ertain number of days of the grant, of his intention to oppose 
and of the grounds of his opposition. The standing orders of 
rter sessions for the county of London contain such a 
rule, the number of days being seven. They also by another 
rule provide that any such intending opposer shall enter into a 
recognizance with one surety to pay such costes as he may be 
ordered to pay. Such rules, if they go beyond rules of pro- 
cedure and seek to put restrictions upon rights bestowed upon a 
person by Act of Parliament, must be ultra vires. In the recent 
case of Reg. v. Bird and Others, Ex parte Deedes, the validity of 
these two rales of the county of London was considered. The 
Act clearly confers upon a person who has opposed the grant a 
right to oppose when the grant comes before the confirming 
authority. No notice whatever need be given of inteption to 
oppose the grant at the licensing meeting, and anyone has a 
right to oppose. It is only those who do so oppose, however, 
who have a right to oppose at the subsequent proceedings. 
Undoubtedly, quarter sessions can make rules “ as to the pro- 
æ es OF practice—but it is going Deyomteruis: 
D exercise a right given him by 
statute unless he gives Certain motices, or in case he fails to tne 
Ome person willing tO be bis surety fora sum of money. A 
Divisional Cou » according aeciaed ‘ nel ies wlire 


vres_and granted a mand to the justices to hear the 
Le Amn neas sehe | ° not 


a in question and to he + 

0 Carved the rile. This is a decision which clerks of the 

Will do well to notice. It may, however, be suggested that 
quarter sessions can practically effect the purpose of such rules 
by using their powers as to awarding costs. or example, it 
would probably be within the powers given them by section 43. 
to make a rule that an opposer who fails to give certain notices 
of his intention to oppose shall be in some way penalized as to 
costs. 









Tue question whether a conveyance of land abutting on a 
highway carries with it the right to the soil ad medium flum 
viae was raised in the case of Re White's Charities before 
Romer, J. (reported ante, p. 429), under rather peculiar circum- 
stances. Land incambered with ancient rent-charges had 
been thrown into a highway, which was a street in the City of 
London, under statutory powers, in order to widen the street. 
The Corporation of London afterwards sold property abutting 
on this street, subject to this rent-charge, but without taking. 
any covenant from the purchaser for its payment, and it was 
sought to establish that the purchaser was legally liable to pay 
this rent-charge as terre tenant of the soil, ad medium filum vise 
under the conveyance of the property tohim. In MMicklethwait 
v. Newlay Bridge Co. (33 Ch. D. 133, 145), the general rule is 
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thus stated by Corrox, L.J.: “The rule of construction is 
now well settled, that where there is a conveyance of land, even 
although it is described by reference toa plan, and by colour, 
and by quantity, if it is said to be bounded on one ride either 
by a river or by a public thoroughfare, then on the true con- 
struction of the instrument half the bed of the river or half of 
the road passes, unless there is enough in the circums‘ances or 
enough in the expressions of the instrument to shew that that is 
not the intention of the parties.” Beckett v. Corporation of 
Leeds (20 W. R. 454, L. R. 7 Ch. 421) was cited as an suthority 
for treating conveyances of Jand abutting on streets in towns as 
exceptions to the rule thus broadly stated, but Romer, J., held 
that there was neither reason nor authority for the suggested 

tion, and showed that it would be difficult, if not impossible, 
to define its extent. Another argument was pressed on the 
court—viz., that as the corporation owned the soil beyond the 
medium filum the presumption, which arose when the vendor was 
owner ad medium filum, was excluded. But Romen, J., thought 
that the effect of that was not to negative the presumption, but 
to extend iteo as to pass the actual interest of the conveying 
party. His lordship therefore held that the purchaser from 
the corporation was undor a legal liability to pay the rent- 


charges. 





Tae First reported application under Part I. of the Land 
Transfer Act, 1897, was made to Barnes, J., ia Me Barnett, and 
resulted in the ruling that, where administration is asked for 
only in respect of real estate and the title of the applicant as 
heir-at-law is clear, notice need not be given to the next-of-kin 
of the deceased. Under section 1 real estate, notwithstandin 
any testamentary disposition, now devolves upon the persona 
representatives, and probate and letters of administration may 
be granted in respect of real estate only, although there is no 
personal estate. But the expression “ real estate” for this pur- 

does not include copyholds. Under section 2 (4) the court 
in granting administration is to have regard to the rights and 
interests of persons interested in the real estate of the deceased, 
and his heir-at law, if not one of the next-of-kin, is to be 
equally entitled to the grant with the next-of-kin. In the 
present case the deceased, who was a bachelor, had died intes- 
tate, possessed of freehold and copyhold property, but not 
—— of any personal estate; and application was made by 
og and heir-at-law for a grant of administration of the 
freeh The next-of-kin had not been cited. Since the copy- 
holds were not in question and the evidence was clear as to 
there being no personal estate, Bannzs, J., directed the grant to 
issue subject to formal evidence confirming the applicant’s title, 
but he intimated that where the title was foubtfal notice to the 
next-of-kin should be given. 








ESTATE DUTY AND THE DOCTRINE OF MERGER. 


Tue Oourt of a have very satisfactorily disposed of the 
theory ——- by the Divisional Court in Attorney-General 
v. Beech (46 W. R. 44), that the doctrine of merger is a mere 
conveyancer’s device which cannot for a moment be allowed to 
have any effect in derogation of the provisions of the Finance 
Act, 1894. The circumstances which have given rise to the 
litigation are perfectly simple, and, but for the singular decision 
just referred to, it could not have been supposed that their 


al effect admitted of any doubt. Shortly stated they were as | p 


follows: By a settlement made in 1852 on the marriage of Mrs. 
Barc that lady was entitled, ia the event of her surviving he 
husband, to the income of the trust funds for life, with a powe 


of a ting the funds by deed or will among the children of 
the ma The husband died in 1585. There were two 
children of the marriage, a daughter and the defendant, Howarp 


Brscu. Part of the trust funds had been realized and advanced 
to the daughter. By a deed of appoiatment, made in 1886, Mrs. 
Bexcu appointed the funds so advanced to the daughter, and 
subject to her life interest, she appointed the rest of the 
Property tothe son. In December, 1894, the trustees of the 

ment were Witiiau Baron and the son, H. Bezcu. By a 
deed, dated in that month, Mrs. Bexcn surrendered to the true- 





tees of the settlement her life interest in all the propert 


y 
appointed to H. Bexon, and such surrender was ex to be 
to the intent that the life interest might merge in the remainder 
of H. Beeca, and that, accordingly, the trustees might thence- 
furth hold the property in trust for H.Bzzcu. Mrs. Bexcu died 
in August, 1896, and the Inland Revenue Commissioners claimed 
that the trust property passed upon her death and so becam> 
liable to estate duty. 

The sections of the Finance Act, 1894, on which the claim 
was based are section 1 and section 2, sub-section 1 (5). Section 
1 in general terms imposes the estate duty upon the principal 
value of all property, settled or not settled, which passes on 
the death of any person, and section 2 (1) specifies various 
classes of property which are to be deemed to be included in 
the phrase ‘property passing on the death.” The first class 
consists of property of which the deceased was at his death com- 
= to dispose; the second of ‘‘ property in which the 

eceased or any other person had an interest ceasing on the 
death of the deceased, to the extent to which a benefit accrues 
or arises by the cesser of such interest.” For the present 
purpose the other classes mentioned are not material. But if 
these provisions are applied to the circumstances just narrated, 
and if at the eame time the legal effect of the circumstances is 
allowed to be governed by the well-settled doctrine of merger, 
it is at once evident that no duty is — The life 
interest of Mrs. Beech was by the deed of Dacember, 
1894, merged in the reversion. After the execution 
of the deed the life iaterest had ceased to exist, and the trustees 
of the settlement held the property in trust for H. Bezca 
absolutely. Mrs. Bzxcn retained no property, and the trust 
funds were clearly not property of which she was at the time of 
her death competent to dispose. She had no power over them 
at all. In thesame way she had no interest in the trust funds, 
which ceased at her death. Prior to December, 1894, she had 
an interest, and, had matters remained unaltered, this would 
have been in 1896 an interest ceasing on her death, so that 
estate duty on the = value of the property would have 
become payable. But the state of affairs had been completely 
changed by the surrender of December, 1894. It was at that 
date, and not at the death of Mrs. Bexon in August, 1896, that 
her life interest ceased to exist, and this circumstance makes all 
the difference. The estate duty is to be levied in cases where the 
life interest ceases at the death, not where it ceases an indefinite 
period before death. 

The Divisional Oourt (Portocx, B, and Rivtey, J.) avoided 
this result by abolishing for the purpose of the Finance Act the 
doctrine of merger, and this they did upon the groucd that the 
doctrine was a mere device of conveyancers. A taxing Act, 
said Poravox, B., is not to be construed in accordance with the 
ordinary language of conveyancers, or with a view to giving 
effect to the principles on which conveyanccrs act, but with a 
view to carrying out the intention of the Act and its provisions 
as expressed by its language. And similarly Ripizy, J., 
declined to allow that authorities ye the surrender of 
one interest and its merging in another had any relevance ia 
deciding upon the meaning of the Financs Act. That, he 
said, was to be judged of by the clear and expressed object of 
the Act, and not by the rules of conveyanciog. It has pro- 
bably not before happened that conveyancers have been credited 
in this way with inventing for the purposes of their art pria- 
ciples of iaw. Oonveyancers may take advantage of such prin- 
ciples in order to bring about results which they desire, but the 
rinciples of law and the art of conveyancing are totally 
distinct things. The true way of viewing the matter was pzt 
very donity ty Curry, L.J., at the end of his judgment in the 

resent case, ‘In the judgments delivered in the Divisional 
urt,” he observed, ‘‘some observations were made on convey- 
ancers and the rules of conveyancing. I am unable to see the 
bearing of those observations. Oonveyancers did not invent 
the rules of merger either at law or in equity, nor are they 
responsible for them. Their function is to understand the 
doctrine of merger and to apply it practically where it is 
sored 
hat the doctrine of merger may still bs used fur the purpse 
of extinguishing a limited estate, and accelerating the estate in 


| remainder expectant upon it, is shewn very strikingly by the 


— 








5 
gsi 3 PEOS FE pees Rb eamt ows 0 OO ek ee 














May 7, 13098. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





(Vol. 42.] 465 








decision of the Court of Appeal in Radcliffe v. Bewes (40 W. R. 

$23; 1892, 1 Ch. 277). here the plaintiff had, under 
marriage settlement a life interest in certain trust funds, with a 
power of appointment among his children, and in default of 
appointment the funds were to go equally to the children of the 
marriage whoshould attain twenty-one. Two children lived to 
obtain a vested interest in the funds, and one of them died 
intestate. The father, as administrator to the deceased child, 
was entitled to his reversionary interest in a moiety of the trust 
funds in default of appointment, and ia order to obtain the 
benefit of this interest he executed a deed by which —— of 
appointment was extinguished. The Oourt of Appeal, however, 
declined at this stage of the affair to direct the trustee to pay 
over to the plaintiff a moiety of the trust funds. His li 
interest was still in existence, and, before he could be allowed 
to have control over the trust funds, it was considered that the 
life interest must be got rid of, so far as’ concerned a moiety of 
the trust funds, by merger. ‘‘The only difficulty in principle,” 
said Linptey, L J., “in assenting to the application of the father 
is, that there is as yet no merger. That difficulty could be got 
rid of at once by a surrender by the father of his life interest so 
as to extinguish it, the effect of which would be that the two 
interests would coalesce.” Accordingly, upon the plaintiff 
undertaking to surrender his life interest in a moiety of the trust 
funds to the intent that the life interest might merge in the 
interest in remainder vested in him as administrator of his son, 
the trustee of the settlement was directed to pay over to him a 
moiety of the funds. It would be difficult to find a 
clearer illustration than this of the efficacy of the doctrine of 
merger. 

As appears from the passsge already quoted from the judg- 
ment o Save LJ., the Court of Appeal, in Attorney-General 
v. Beech, have drown no such distrust of the doctrine as operated 
upon the members of the Divisional Court. The doctrine of 
merger is accepted, as it was bound to be, as a well-settled 
principle of law, and the only question is whether the pro- 
visions of the Finance Act imposes estate duty under the cir- 
cumstances resulting from the application of the doctrine. 
It is sufficient to apply the rule laid down by Lord Wenstzy- 
paLE in Re Micklethwait (11 Ex., p. 456), and quoted with 
approval by Lord Hatssury, L.C., in Tennant v. Smith 
(1892, A. ©., p. 154), and by A. L. Surra, LJ., in the 
present case : uff is a well-established rule that the subject is 
not to be taxed without clear words for the purpose ; and also, 
that every Act of Parliament must be eal according to the 
natural construction of its words.”” As already stated, the pro- 
vision of the Finance Act on which reliance was placed by the 
Crown brings in for the purpose of estate duty property in which 
the — or any other person had an interest ceasing on the 
death of the deceased. Frequently the settled property is so 
dealt with as to keep in existence the life interest, even though 
it has passed away from the tenant for life, and then, of course, 
this provision applies. ‘ The provision,” said Ricsy, L.J., in Re 
Earl Cowley (46 W. R., p. 228), ‘would iaclude a life interest 
of the deceased, even though he might have assigned or mort- 
gaged it to any other person, or even a life interest in which he 
never had a beneficial right, as in the case of an estate for his 
life originally limited to another n.” In that case the life 
interest of the second Earl Cowxzy had been kept alive through 
a complicated series of dealings with the settled estates, and 
upon kis death accordingly it was held that estate duty became 


payable. 
But in the present case the life interest had ceased to exist 
long before the death of the former tenant for life, and the 
Court of Appeal held that this was a sufficient reason for 
excluding it from the operation of section 2 (1) (4). The ren | 
is imposed ages property in which there is an interest whic: 
ceases on the death of the deceased. The language of the section 
requires that before it can be applied there must actually be an 
interest ceasing on the death, an 
not fulfilled. e life interest, said A. L Smrrn, LJ, had 
been extinguished and annihilated twenty months before the 
death of the owner of the life interest, upon which event it is 
that the estate duty attaches upon the property which then 
passes. The doctrine of er, which is superior to con- 


this condition precedent was | P 


stepped in and removed the life interest from the sphere of 


his | taxation. The date of the surrender by Mra. Bzxcu of her life 


interest forbade any suggestion that the surrender was a gift inter 
vivos, 80 as to make the taxable under section 2 (1) (¢). 
ies thle porpose ie oie steep within twelve months of the 
death. It appears, indeed, to have been stated by the Attorney- 
Goneral as a reason for upholding the decision of the Divisional 
Court that under the the time limit was not 
material, and that a reversal of the decision would ‘“ knock the 
bottom out of the Finance Act” by enabling a tenant for life to 
evade the estate duty by a death-bed er. It is not 
likely, however, that the authorities will adopt this view in 
practice, and its correctness is, to oe least, doubtful. But 
& surrender more than twelve months before the death of tke 
tenant for life is clearly effectual. 





THE LATE MR. N. T. LAWRENCE, 


WE record, with deep regret, the death, on the 29th of April, of Mr. 
NATHANIEL TERTIUS LAWRENCE, one of the most valued members of 
the Council of pred re Law Society. There have been few 
men who have ised a greater influence in the deliberations of 
that body, not merely with reference to questions of real property 
law and conveyancing practice-—in which he was pre-eminent—but 
also on all matters touching the standing of the profession and the 
affairs of the society. The reason for this was that, although he said 
comparatively litile, what he said had invariably upon it the impress 
of knowledge, calm reflection, and sound judgment, and was per- 
vaded with the most genuine courtesy to, and consideration for, 
those who took the opposite view. He had strong opinions, in par- 
ticular in regard to the preservation of rights of property and of the 
rofession against invasion, but they were coupled with an en- 
ightened sense of the responsibilities of property owners and the 
gy to the public, and so, al h conservative to the back- 
ne, he became the pioneer of some of the most bsneficial reforms 
which have ever been brought about in the system of conveyancing. 
Mr. LAWRENCE was admitted in 1848, and joined the long-estab- 
lished firm of which, under the style of Lawrence, Graham, & Co., 
he was at his death the senior purtner. We believe that the firm 
dates back to at least the middle of the last century. In bis earlier 
years he devoted himself with great energy to acquiring the mastery 
of real property law and conveyancing which afterwards stood him 
in such stead. He j ined the Council of the Incorporated Liw 
Society in 1869, and became president in 1878-9. 
At the annual provincial meeting, held in that year at Cambridge, 
—*8* pes A a ee a oe ee we address on 4 
efects in property law e ce of conveyancing, w! 
tended to impede the free dealing with land; suggesting, 
other things, that the powers y inserted in m 
be made incident by law to every mortgage transaction, subject to 
such modifications as might be specially expressed by deed, and that 
both mo rand mortgagee, while in possession, should have by 
law the full powers of leasing usually given by settlements to tenants 
for life; that the mortgagor should have the right of access to his 
title-deeds, and that there should be an ad valorem scale of remu- 
neration for solicitors in conveyancing matters. He also suggested 
that the powers of leasing and sale, and other powers usually inserted 
in settlements, should be made by law incident to every settlement, 
without power in the settlor to control them ; and that power should 
be given to the court to order sales at the request of tenant for 
life alone. These suggestions, which contained the germs of subse- 
uent reforms, were adopted, and developed and extended, by Lord 
AIRNS, and we believe that Mr. LawRENCE took an active part in 
the drafting and revision of the drafts of the Conveyancing Acts, 
1881 and 1882, and the Settled Land Act, 1882. 
To the end of his life Mr. LAWRENCE was 
of conveyancing upon the old lines. We that he rendered 
great assistance in moulding and working out the suggestions made 
y Mr. Joun Hunrer in his presidential address delivered at Bristol 
in 1894, which resulted in Mr. WoLsTENHOLME'S Bill, now proposed 
to be introduced by the In Law Society. He was to the 
last strenuously opposed to the system introduced by the Land 
Transfer Act, 1897, and was one of the members of the staunch 
minority of the Council who declined to sanction the fatal com- 
romise. No suggestions of the ess of further - 
tion, and so forth, could induce him to assent toa measure 
he was convinced would not be advantageous to the public, and 
7 prea A * in disaster to . 
r. LAWRENCE was for , a , 
many years eer bot gery = the 


inent as a reformer 


solicitor, 
pee sage, oh Life Assurance Society, 
trustees of the United Law Clerks’ Society. He married the 





Veyancers, and which even judges are bound to recognize, had 


of Vice-Chancellor Bacon, who survives him. 
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REVIEWS. 
THE LAW OF BANKRUPTCY. 


THe Law AND PRACTICE IN BANKRUPTCY, COMPRISING THE BANK- 
ruproy Acts, 1883 To 1890; THE BANKRUPTCY RULES AND 
Forms, 1886, 1890; Tue Destors ACTS, 1869, 1878; THE BANK- 
RUPTCY (DISCHARGE AND CLOSURE) AcT, 1887; THE DEEDs OF 
ARRANGEMENT ACT, 1887; ANP THE RULES AND Forms THERE- 
UNDER. By the Right Honourable Sir RoLaAnpD VAUGHAN 
Witi14Ms, Knt., a Lord Justice of Appeal. SzvenTI Epiri0n. By 
EpwWAarp WILLIAM HANSELL, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & 
Sons (Limited); Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


The interval of four years which has elapsed since the appearance 
of the previous édition of this useful compendium of bankruptcy 
law has not seen any considerable changes in the law. An Act of 
minor importance apparently relating to the subject has been added 
to the statute book in the Preferential Payments in Bankruptcy 
Amendment Act, 1897, and has been incorporated by Mr. 
Hansell, but in fact the new provision does no more 
than give to debts which, under the Act of 1888, have 
preference in bankruptcy a like preference‘over the claims of deben- 
ture-holders under a flouting charge in the winding up of a company, 
and it touches bankruptcy only in name. The alteration of rules 
also has been very slight, being, we believe, confined to rule 2714 
of 1895 (erroneously referred to ‘‘1875” in the margin of the 

resent edition), regulating the procedure in bankruptcy where any 

lebtor or creditor is a lunatic not so found, and rule 1128 of 1896, 
allowing an additional fee for attending on the hearing of the 
= to a petitioning debtor’s solicitor residing at a distance. 

ith these slight exceptionr, the task of Mr. Hansell appears to 
have been confined to incorporating in the notes the effect of the 
recent decisions, and this, as might have been expected, has been 
carefully done. Instances of such decisions will be found in Ze 
Clayton and Barclay’s Contract (1895, 2 Ch, 212), according to which a 
—*x* has power to dispose of after-acquired leasehold property 
before the trustee has intervened to claim it, though he has no such 
power with respect to freehold property; Re Ginger (46 W. R. 144; 
1897, 2 Q. B. 461), by which trade goods mortgaged to a bill of sale 
holder, but left in the possession of the bankrupt, fall within the 
reputed ownership clause and pass to the trustee; the well-known 
case of Re Carter and Kenderdine’s Contract (45 W. R. 484; 1897, 1 Ch. 
776), which overruled Le Briggs and Spicer (1891, 2 Ch. 127), and made 
it possible fora title to be made under a voluntary settlement within 
ten years of the date of the settlement ; New, Prance, & Garrard’s 
Trustee v. Hunting (45 W. R. 577; 1897, 2 Q. B. 19), which illus- 
trated the principle that a payment will not be a fraudulent prefer- 
ence when made from motives other than a desire to prefer the 
particular creditor; and Ze Walker (72 L. T. 330), which for 
practical p 8 deprives of its efficacy section 13 of the Bank- 
ruptey Act, 1890, enabling a vesting order to be made upon a 
disclaimer of leaseholds of the bankrupt on the terms of the person 
in whose favour it is made assuming only the liabilities of an 
assigne>. The present edition appears to have been accurately 
brought up to date. 





TOWNSHIP AND BOROUGH. 


TowWNsHIP AND Borovcn. BeEo THE Forp LECTURES DELIVERED 
IN THE UNIVERSITY OF OXFORD IN THE OCTOBER TERM OF 1897. 
By Freperic WituiAM MAIITLAND, LL.D., Downing Professor of 
the Laws of England in the University of Cambridge. Cambridge: 
The University Press. 


Professor Maitland has here produced a most interesting work on 
the growth of the English corporate borough, and in particular of 
the shire borough or county town, illustrated by the history of 
Cambridge as it appears in the maps and terriers of its common 
fields, its charters, its litigation, and in Domesday Book and the 
Pipe Rolls. The bovk is as full of modesty as it is of learning: in 
fact, we fear that most readers would prefer a more definite dogmatism. 
In the lectures, which constitute rather less than half the book, Mr. 
Maitland puts forward certain propositions by way of pleading. The 
rest of the volume contains in an appendix the principal portion of 
the evidence in support of the pleading. The reader is left to form 
his own judgment. 

The main propositions advanced are the following: The borough 
is only a more highly developed form of the ordinary vill, township, 
or village community, and is, no less than the other, an agrarian 
unit. @ shire borough is especially important as the locus of the 


shire moot, with especial privileges of markets, fairs, courts, &c.; 
and to aid its ind«pendence and impartiality is, in point of jurisdic- 
tion, external to all the neighbouring hundreds, as the District of 
Columbia (which contains bat gr. gy is apart from all the individual 

in an exceptional position, in 


States of America, Its land is 





that it has practically no lord, at any rate at first, and nevertheless 
is not strictly terra regis. Manors grow up within it; but it is not 
itself manorial, and no manorial courts are held. The borough court 
has very wide jurisdiction, even in matters affecting the surrounding 
country ; but does not regulate the use or alienation of strips in the 
commonable fields. Incidentally it is suggested that the old agrarian 
or village community, of which the borough is only an advanced 
type, was highly automatic and individualist in its operation, and by 
no means the victory of Collectivism which the modern Socialist 
dreams. 

On a pone of ecclesiastical history, too, the research throws 
considerable light—viz., on the relative antiquity of townships and 
parishes, suggesting that the township is immeasurably the older. 
The township of Cambridge contains more than a dozen parishes, 
and in the earlier terriers it appears that the strips in the commonable 
fields lying side by side paid tithe to as many different parishes ; 
supporting the theory that formerly owners paid their tithe to 
whatever parish they chose. So that, as Professor Maitland says, in 
walking across one of these commonable fields you change your 
parish every minute. 

A charter of John gives the town to the men of Cambridge in fee 
farm, and the “‘ men of Cambridge ”—long before the legal person of 
a corporation was defined or definable—work out the grant in their 
own way. It is not surprising that, when the charter has come 
before the courts, it has been difficult to find rights ‘‘ known to the 
law” to correspond to the actual position : only one instance, in all 
probability, of a number of row 3 rights which have been lost 
because lawyers on the bench and at the bar have been too narrow 
in their training and terminology to admit or understand the real 
history of the property of which they handle the alleged laws. The 
difficulty works out in both directions. For instance, in the nineteenth 
century the courts decided that the corporation was lord of the manor 
and owner of the wastes, although there was no manor; and in the 
fourteenth century the corporation itself admitted, by a petition to 
the Crown, that it could not approve the wastes without leave of the 
king. 

Professor Maitland, as we have said, is not dogmatic: all his points 
are delicately put forward by way of suggestion, with hints that the 
materials yet to be examined are too many to allow of definite 
opinions. But the mass of evidence he has collected is extremely 
weighty and interesting, and should command a large supply of 
readers wherever the origins of legal history interest students. We 
—— they will be found in Germany more largely than in 
England. 

We have but one criticism to make. The whole plan of the work 
would be clearer if each of the propositions were isolated, and the 
evidence bearing upon it were also isolated. But this was, perhaps, 
hardly possible in lectures, and would involve much repetition. We 
can heartily recommend the book as a model of erudition and 
sobriety in the way of theorizing. 





HIGHWAYS. 


Pratt's Law oF Highways, Matn Roaps, AND BripGEs. Four- 
TEENTH EpiTion. By Witt1aAM MACKENZIE, M.A., Barrister-at- 
Law. Shaw & Sons; Butterworth & Co. 


The new edition of Pratt on Highways comes fully up to the high 
standard of excellence attained in previous editions. The law on the 
subject with which it deals may be said to be in a state of transition, 
for the important changes which the Local Government Act, 1894, 
was intended to effect in the authorities charged with the adminis- 
tration of the highway law have not yet come into full operation. 
In some parts of the country the control of the highways has not yet 
passed to the district councils, and parish surveyors continue to exist, 
advantage having been taken of the power of postponement given to 
county councils by the Act referred to. It is necessary, therefore, to 
deal in a work of this kind with the powers and duties of the sur- 
veyors as existing highway authorities; and, even when they have 
ceased to exist, the powers of their successors will remain so bound 
up with and dependent on the powers given to the surveyors by the 
Highway Act, 1835, that that Act must form the groundwork of any 
work on highway law until some consolidating Act gives the necessary 
powers to the more modern bodies by direct enactment instead of by 
reference to the powers of the old parish authorities. Mr. Mackenzie 
starts with a treatise on the law of highways independent of statute, in 
which the difficult questions of dedication, common-law liability to 
repair, rights of user, removal of obstructions, and the like are ably 
dealt with. The cases cited both in this and the subsequent portion 
of the work have been brought thoroughly up to date. The second, 
and by far the larger part of the work, deals with the statute law as 
to highways, and consists of the text of the statutes themselves with 
exhaustive notes and cross-references. Some idea will be formed of 
the magnitude of the work from the fact that the Acts set out and 
annotated in Part II. comprise the important Highway Acts of 1835, 
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1862, 1864, and 1878, together with portions of the Public Health 
Act, 1875, the Local Government Acts of 1888 and 1894, and a 
number of minor enactments relating to roads and bridges, tramways 
and locomotives. The task of annotating these statutes has been 
well carried out, and the result is a book which is almost indispen- 
sable to those concerned with local government law. The index, 
moreover, is full and accurate, and the printing and “ get-up” of 
the book is all that can be desired, 


ELECTRIC LIGHTING. 


THe Law RELATING To Exxcrric Licutinc. By JoHN SHIRESS 
Witt, Q.C. Butterworth & Co. 


This book contains the Electric Lighting Acts of 1882 and 1888, 
with the — 7* of the Board of Trade thereunder, a form of pro- 
visional order, and various statutory forms and publications relating 
to electric lighting. The statutes are fally and correctly annotated, 
and the form of provisional order is likely to be of great service to 
the draftsman. Mr. Shiress Will isa master of his subject, and has 
— a book giving all the information upon it which can be 

esired. 





PARISH COUNCILS. 


ParisH Councits. SomME NoTes ON THE Loca GOVERNMENT ACT, 
1894, AND SUGGESTIONS FOR AN AMENDMENT Act. By J. Harris 
Stone, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Reprinted from the Law 
Quarterly Review, April, 1898. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Mr. Stone in this essay points out a few of the imperfections which 
have made the Parish Councils Act one of the most difficult pieces of 
legislation with which the practitioner has had to cope in recent 
years. In so far as the amendments which he pro would remove 
or abate the —— confusion or simplify the working of the Act, 
we are entirely at one with Mr. Stone. But when he goes further 
and desires to place in the hands of parish councils ‘‘much more 
power” in the management of their local parish affairs, we hesitate ; 
the scanty powers which these bodies now possess are often not very 
highly prized and are sometimes by no means wisely exercised; we 
do not think that a case has been made out for an extension of those 
powers. Mr. Stone pays a well-merited tribute to the Local 
Government Board, whose painstaking energy has been of the 
greatest assistance in oiling the wheels of the cumbrous machine of 
the Legislature. 





THE MERCHANDISE MARKS ACT. 


THE MERCHANDISE Marks Act: TEN YEARS’ EXPERIENCE. By 
G. B. Exuis. Spottiswoode & Co. 

This is a reprint of a paper read by the author before the Chartered 
Institute of Patent Agents, together with the Acts of Parliament and 
an epitome of the decisions, in nearly all instances given by London 
magistrates. This epitome of decisions is interesting and instructive, 
though it is difficult to deduce from it any very distinct idea of the 
view which any particular magistrate is likely to take in any par- 
ticular case, 4 still less of the probable result of a prosecution 
where the personality of a particular magistrate is excluded. Even 
the Custom House authorities appear to have somewhat modified the 
views which they formerly held—and for the better—seeing that their 
present instructions to their officers provide that trade descriptions in 
the English language applied to foreign goods imported for home 
consumption from non-English-speaking countries are not to be 
regarded as indirect indications that the goods are of British origin, 
in the absence of special circumstances. This is distinctly an 
advance, for it was very oppressive to treat it as an offence on the 
part of foreign merchants or their British correspondents to tell the 
intended British consumers in the only language which many of them 
understood what was the nature or the quantity of the —“ offered 
to them for purchase. The general impression produced by the 
perusal of these pages is that, whilst the Act of 1887 is one designed 
to produce considerable benefits to English manufacturers and 
traders, while worked with moderation and common sense, it is one 
capable of producing much hardship and leading to almost grotesque 
results if over-stringently interpreted anddriven to extremes. It is 
not necessary to particularize instances, but that there have been such 
can hardly be doubted after looking through this little book. 





THE PROLONGATION OF LETTERS PATENT. 
NOTES ON THE PROLONGATION OF LETTERS PATENT FOR INVENTIONS. 
By G. J. WHEELER, Barrister-at-Law. Eyre & Spottiswoode. 
Of the 300 pages or thereabouts of which this book consists, some 
thirty are devoted to a short but convenient summary of the prin- 
ciples which govern the prolongation of patents, with references to 





some of the leading cases; the remainder contain a reprint of the 
Acts, * and — —* —— pagal to the allied sub- 
jects of patents, designs, summary appears 
to be quite sufficient to enable tees and their advisers to form 
a fairly accurate idea of their chance of o ongation and 
cf what must be done to secure it, but it will y, in a doubtful 
case, relieve them of the necessity of referring to the decisions or to 
more extended treatises. However, the object which the aathor set 
ee 7 himself appears to have been attained, and the book should 
of use. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Hints on the Legal Daties of Shipmasters. 
GinspurG, M.A., LL.D. (Cantab.), Barrister-at-Law. 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 
MR. WARR’S FINAL EXAMINATION BILL, 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I notice in your issue of the 23rd ult. that you quote an 
extract from a letter of an opponent of Mr. Warr's Solicitor's Final 
Examination Bill. Many men who, like myself, have recently taken 
a class in the Jurisprudence School at Oxford, will find some of his 
remarks rather hard to understand. 

First, he says, ‘‘ If the Bill and is adopted, the Council must 
be prepared to welcome as solicitors a large number of men with no 
adequate guarantee of proficiency in the practical work of their 
calling.” We were under the im that one of the great 
objects of the Bill was to enable students to dispose of their examina- 
tion work as quickly as possible in order to give them more time, 
during the remaining portion of their articles, to master the practical 
work of their profession. ; ‘ 4 

Secondly, he says, ‘‘True the examination, whatever it may ba, 
will be succeeded by three years’ articles.” ht one venture 
to point cut two things with regard to this statement? (1) That 


it is highly improbable, taking into consideration the compara- 
tively small amount of English Law read in the —— 2 
ra Ww 


Schools at our Universities, that the Council of the c 
Society will exempt a student who has gained a class in those schools 
from the whole or part of the Final Solicitors’ Examination. (2) 
That the examinaticn at Oxford which in all probability will exempt 
an articled cle-k from the whole or any part of the Final Examina- 
tion will be the examination for the degre of B.C.L. Now, as 
matters stand at present at the Universities, this examination cannot 
be passed till at least a year from the date of the B.A. degree, and 
robably would not be passed by the articled B.A. till two years 
rom that date. So that your correspondent’s statement that the 
exempting examination will be succeeded by three years’ articles 
gee ne gf weer ge As 8 mattor ay Pag dees ny bam —* * 
is artic irectly after his as gé ly happens), the 
exempting examination will be bly at the end of the 
first year’s articles, probably at the end of the second. 

Lastly, your corres t’s remarks seem to be solely based on 
the assumption that all Oxford and Cambridge men are an idle set, of 
fellows, who do not work while at the Universities, and do not intend 
to work during their articles. Of course it is hardly necessary to 

int out the manifest injustice of such an assumpt The un- 

airness of it is amply y the ents and 
successes of Oxford and Cambridge men, bcth in the solicitors’ pro- 
fession, and indeed in all branches of the other great professions. 

The object of Mr. Warr’s Bill seems to be a simple and common- 
sense one—viz., that if a man has passed a stiff examination paper at 
one of the Universities on common law, equity, real property law, 
* or procedure, he need not tine men to ages — 
an orde ain in a very similar examination paper 
Final. ie: * B.A. (Oxon). 


April 30. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


ATTOBNEY-GENERAL v. BEECH — ANOTHER. No. 1. 30th 
April. 


BRevanve — Estate Dory — Tenant ror Lire anp RemMainpERMAN — 
Sugnenper or Lire Estate ro Rematnperman—Prorerty Passtxc 
at Dgatu or Tenant ror Lire—Frnance Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. c 
30), ss. 1, 2 (I) (4). 

An appeal by the defendants from the judgment of a Divisional Court 
(Pollock, B., and Ridley, J.) upon an information by the Attorney-General 
claiming e:tate duty under the Finance Act, 1894 (reported 46 W. Rh. 
222; 1897, 2 Q. B. 535). By a marriage settlement certain property was 
conveyed to trustees, upon trust to pay the income thereof to 
the wife for life for her separate use, without power of antici- 
pation, and, after her decease, upon trust for the children of 
the marriage, with a power to the wife to appoint to one or 
more of them by deed or will after her husband’s death. The husband 

1885. By an indenture dated the 2lst of December, 1886, the 
wife appointed the property to her son, subject to her life interest. By 
an indenture dated the 18th of December, 1894, the wife surrendered to 
the trustees of the settlement her life interest in the property as specified 
in the schedule thereto, to the end and intent that such life interest 
might ein the interest in remainder of the son. The wife died on 
the 27th of August, 1896. The information claimed that upon the death 

of the wife estate duty became payable under cection 2, sub-section 1 (4), 

of the Finance Act, 1894, upon the principal value of the trust property 

com in the echedule to the indenture of the 18th of December, 

1894, as property passing on her death. The Divisional Court gave 

judgment for the Crown. 

Tux Covrat (A L Burru, Currry, and Cottrms, L.JJ.), having taken time 
to consider, delivered judgment allowing the appeal. They said that 
the life estate having been extinguished by the surrender in December, 
1894, no property paseed on the death of the tenant for life within the 
meaning of section 2, sub-section 1 (4), of the Finance Act, 1894. Her 
life interest did not cease on her death, and to no extent whatever did 
a benefit accrue or arise to any person upon her death by the cesser of 
herlife interest. ‘Therefore, as the surrender took place more than twelve 
months before she died, no estate duty was payable on her death in respect 
of the property. —Counssgi, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., Levett, Q.C., W. M. Spence, 
and Austen-Carimeli; Sir Richard Webster, A.G., Sir R. T. Reid, Q.C., and 
Vaughan Hawkins. Soutcrrons, W. Carpenter § Sons; Suslicitor of Inland 

e. 
[Rey ortad by W. F, Barry, Barrister·at· Law.) 


Re CRONMIRE. Fr parte WAUD. No. 1. 6th May. 


Gamine anp Wacertnc—Purcuase or Stocks—PAyMENT ovT or Proceseps 
or Gampiine Transactions —Damaces ror Non-pDELIVeERY—Money De- 
PosITED As ‘‘ Cover ’’—Ricut To Recover. 


This was an appeal by the trustee in the administration of the estate of 
Cronmire, deceased, from a decision of Wright, J. (reported ante, p. 291), 
admitting the proof of Alfred Edward Waud. The facts were as follows: 
Cronmire had carried on business as an outside dealer in stocks and shares 
under the style of Gregory & Co. He died insolvent in April, 1897, and his 
estate was now being administered in bankruptcy under an administra- 
tion order. Waud had had considerable dealings in stocks and sliares 
with Cronmire, and on the Ist of February, 1897, the accounts shewed a 


large balance owing to Wand. On the 8th of February Waud directed 


Oronmire to purchase £200 Great Eastern Railway Stock for investment, 
and on the 9th of February Waud directed Cronmire to apply the balance 
owing on the previous transactions in payment of the stock. Cronmire 
sent to Waud a contract note stating that he bad sold to Waud the stock 
in question ‘‘ to be taken up,’’ but the stock was never delivered. Upon 
the 3rd of April the account had been further increased in Waud’s favour, 
there being now due to him £375 (including therein a sum of £49 3s. 94. 
which Waud had deposited with Cronmire as ‘‘cover”’). On this date 
Waud directed Cronmire to purchase for him a small amount of Dover 
** A” Stock, which was also to be paid for out of Waud’s winnings. This 
stock was purchased but not delivered. Waud tendered a proof for the 
£375, but it was rejected by the trustee on the ground that the traueac- 
tions were ling transactions, and, upon appeal, Vaughan Williams, 
J., dire an issue to be tried by a jury as to whether they were gambling 
The jury found that the transactions were gambling tran- 
sactions, but that the purchases of the Great Eastern Railway and Dover 
** A’? Btocks were for investment and were real transactions. The trustee 
to Wright, J., sitting as bankruptcy judge, for judgment upon 
verdict of the jury, when the —— was taken as having been amended 
by being turned into a proof for damages for non-delivery of the railway 
Wright, J., held that Waud was entitled to prove against the 
estate for —— for the non-delivery of the railway stocks, and also for 
the amount of the ‘‘cover.”” The trustee appevled. 
Tus Cover (A. L. Swmru, Currry, and VazvcHan Wittrams, L.JJ.) 
reversed the decision of Wright, J., save as regards the claim for the 
cover. 


A. L. Surru, L.J., eaid that it was now admitted that the transactions 
between Waud and Cronmire, with the exception of the purchases of the 
two sets of railway «tock were gambling trangaction, the result of which 
was that Waud won from Cronmire a certainsum Waud carried in a proof 
in the administration «f Cronmire’s estate, and b hid made an affidavit 








which showed clearly how the case stood—namely, that the railway stocks 
were to be paid for out of Waud’s winnings in the gambling transactions 
which Cronmire retained in his hands. It was contended for the trustee 
that Waud’s claim to prove could not be shaped in any way so as to 
quit of that fact. An ingenious argument had been addressed to 
court and to Wright, J., in the court telow, which had induced Wright, 
J., to disbelieve Waud’s affidavit showing what the real transaction was. 
It was staid on behalf of Waud that there had been a settlement of 
acc:unts between Waud and Cronmire, and that that was evidence of an 
account stated shewing that the railway stocks had been paid for. An 
account stated was only evidence of payment, and was not conclusive; 
but how could it be eaid that there had been a ment in this case, 
—* Waud in his eae os Wa feet, there m none, In his 
ordship’s opinion, therefore, t, J., was wrong in holding that 
Wand could prove against the estate for damages for the non-delivery of 
the railway stock. Anotber question arose as to the £49 “‘ cover.’’ t 
was money deposited with —— — to secure him against loss in the 
event of the stock falling (see Lord Herschell’s judgment in Universal 
Stock Exchange v. Strachan, 1896, A. C. 166, at p. 173). But the gaming 
and wagering transactions in the present case had come to an end, and no 
part of the ‘‘cover’’ had been used. Why, then, could not Waud claim 
it back? No answer could be made to that claim, and it was unnecessary 
to consider the question of appropriation or when the demand ought to 
be — As to that part of the case Waud was therefore entitled to 
succeed. 

Currry and Vavenan Wiuiams, L.JJ., concurred. Order varied.— 
Counset, Robson, Q.C., and Macaskie; H. Reed, Q. O. and Israel Davis. 
Souicitors, H. H. Boorne ; Atkinson § Dresser. 

(Reported by F. 0. Rosixsox, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re REINA. FROST v. LUCAS. North, J. 21st April. 
Witt—Forgten Stamp Duty—Enauisu Exxcurors. 


The testatrix died domiciled in the island of St. Vincent leaving a will 
appointing English executors and giving legacies to some persons in 
England and some in the West Indies. Most of the assets were in this 
country, and the executors proved the will here and registered the probate 
in St. Vincent. By the law of St. Vincent an ad valorem stamp duty is 
imposed upon receipts for legacies, and the executors took out this sum- 
mons to ascertain whether they were bound to demand from the legatees 
receipts stamped as required by the law of St. Vincent. No penalty is 
imposed b e law of St. Vincent for not taking such a receipt, but 
unstamped receipts for legacies would not be admissible in evidence in 
legal proceedings in St. Vincent. 

Nortu, J., held that he could not compel the stamping of the receipts 
in accordance with the law of St. Vincent.—CounsgL, H. Terrell, Q.C., 
and Mander ; Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and Wilkinson. Soxtcrrons, Mander § 
Son ; Cardew, 

[Reported by G. B. Haurtroy, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Re DU CANE AND NETTLEFOLD'S CONTRACT. Stirling, J. 29th and 
30th March; 30th April. 


Venpok AND Purcuaser—Ssttiep Lanp—Oompounp Satriement— 
Trustees ror THE PugPoses or THE SetTritep Lanp Acrs—Setrriep 
Lanp Act, 1882 (55 & 56 Vicr. c. 13), ss. 2 (1) (5) (8), 3, 20, 38, 50 
—Sztriep Lanp Acr, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 69), s. 4. 

This was a summons taken out by a vendor under the Vendor and Pur- 
chaser Act, 1874, asking for a declaration that certain objections and 
requisitions by a purchaser had been sufficiently answered. The facts 
were as follow: In 1885 certain estates stood limited under the will of 
P. du Cane to the use of Sir Chas. du Cane for life with remainder to his 
eldest son, the vendor, in tail, subject to a jointure of £500 in favour of 
Lady du Cane. By a disentailing assurange made in September, 1885, the 
estates were limited to such uses as Sir Chas. du Cane and the vendor 
should jointly appoint, and with remainder in default of appointment to 
the existing uses. By a deed of the 22nd of April, 1886, Sir Chas. du 
Cane and the vendor, in exercise of the pour reserved to them by the 
said disentailing assurance, jointly appointed to the use of Sir Chas. du 
Cane for life (by way of restoration and confirmation of his former life 
estate under the will), with remainder to the vendor for life, with 
remainder to his first and other sons in tail with remainders over, 
and trustees of the settlement created by this deed were appointed 
trustees for the p of the Settled Land Acts. By a deed 
of the 23rd of March, 1887, Sir Chas. du Cane and the vendor, 
in exercise of the power contained in the settlement of 1886, 
jointly appointed the estates to uses to secure Lady du Oanea yearly 
rent-charge of £300, in addition to the £500, and subject thereto to the 
use of trustees during the life of the vendor upon certain trusts for the 
benefit of the vendor, his wife, and children. This appointment was 
made subject and without prejudice to all estates having priority under 
the settlement of 1886 over the vendor’s life estate and all powers attaching 
to such estates, and without prejudice to all powers which, but for the 
present deed, would have been exerciseable by the vendor under the 
Settled Land Act. By subsequent deeds, inclu a deed of the 11th of 
August, 1887, certain further charges were created on the property. Sir 
portion of the colette. ‘Tbe purchaser soyeed Gruees to be appointed 
portion o es ure req trustees to 
for the purposes of the Settled Land Acts of the compound eettlement 
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created by the deeds of the 22nd of April, 1886, the 23rd of March, 1887, 
and the 1ith of August, 1887. The vendor , and as the requisi- 
tion was insisted on the present summons was taken out. 


Srretixe, J.—The objection here raised by the purchaser is, not that the 
vendor is unable to exercise the powers of a tenant for life under the 
Settled Land Acts, but that there are no proper trustees in existance to 
accept the notice required by the Acts and to receive and give receipts 
for the purchase-money. This case appears to me to differ from R- 
Tibbits’ Settled Estates (1897, 2 Ch. 149), Re Meade’s Settled Estates (1897, 
1 Ir. Rep. 121), where the question simply was whether a reasonable case 
had been made for the exercise of the jurisdiction conferred on the court 
for the —— of new trustees. In order that the vendor may make 
out his title there must, in the first place, be a settlement. A ment 
is defined by section 2 (1) of the Act of 1882. Now, is the deed of 1886 a 
settlement under which the vendor can sell, and does it fall wittia the 
meaning of the Act? It appears to me that under that deed the estate 
or interest in the land other than the fee simple itself became on the 
execution of the deed limited to the vendor and others by way of 
succession. Consequently it satisfied the requirements of section 2 (1). 
Now, it was admitted on the authority of Re Wright's Trusts (24 Ch. D. 
662) that the effect of the deed of the 23rd of March, 1887, was not only to 
reserve to the vendor the powers conferred under the settlement of the 22nd 
of April, 1886, by the Settled Land Acte, but at the same time to effect an 
assignment of the life estate by way of family arrangement within rection 
4 of the Settled Land Act, 1890. This being so, it is not disputed that the 
vendor is tenant for life within the meaning of section 2 (5) of the Act of 
1882. He can, therefore, se)l under eection 3 and under section 20 sell 
the estate or interest subject to the settlement. So far there is no 
difficulty. But by the Act the purchase-money must be paid into court 
or paid to the trustees of the settlement, to whom notice must be given of 
the intended sale under section 45. The trustees are defined in section 2 
(8). By the deed of 1886 the persons therein named are trustees for the 
purposes of the Acts, and they will concur ia the tale and give receipte. 
The purchaser, however, contends that they are trustees only by reference 
to the deed of 1886, and that the deeds of the 27th of March and the llth 
of August, 1887, must be regarded as constituting with the deed of 1886 
the settlement of which trustees are to exist. The question I have to 
consider is, whether or no trustees must be appointed whenever a deed is 
executed affecting interests under the original settlement so that that 
settlement is no longer the only instrument by which land stands limited 
to persons by way of succession. As a general rule, in my opivion, this 
question must be answered in the negative. Suppose real estate is 
eettied by a deed, dated the Ist of January, on A. for life 
with remainder to B. in fee, and B. by a deed, dated the 
let of February, conveys his remainder in fee to O. for life 
with remainder to D. in fee, and by the January deed trustees are 
appointed for the purposes of the Settled Land Acts. I do not thick that 
the powers of thore trustees are affected by the February deed, though 
eection 38 of the Act of 1882 doubtless enables the court to appoint 
trustees of the other instruments. But I can find nothing in the Act of 
1882 which would debar the trustees of the January deed from receiving 
and giving receipts for the purchare-money. This view is supported by 
Re Knowles (33 W. R. 364, 27 Ch. D. 707). I may also point out the 
inconvenience of its being necessary to appoint trustees of the settlement 
raade up of the original settlement and other instruments whenever 
dealings other than those of the tenant for life had been effected. This 
difficulty does not ariee when the dea'ing is effected by the tenant for life, 
as in the case cf a charge of pcriions. But there is nothing in the Act 
which tays tbat the trustees of the settlement for the p 8 of the Acts 
are to be deprived of their power of receiving and giving receipts for 
purchase-money by a charge of portions. In fact I have already co 
decided with regard to jointures in Keck and Hart’s Contract (46 W.R. 389, 
W. N. 1898, p. 29), and on consideration I adhere to that decision. Then 
by section 50 (3) of the Act of 1882, a tenant for life carnot exercise the 
powers given him by the Act without the consent of his assignee for 
value. It appears to me that the ins rament of 1887 contains this consent 
on behalf of the trustees in whose favour the assignment was made. But 
the important point here is that, whether this be so or no, there is nothing 
in the Act of 1882 to shew that the powers of trustees for the purposes of 
the Acts are affected or contemplated to be affected by the assignment. 
It simply seems to impose on the tenant for life the duty of obtaining the 
coneent of his assignee. But the provisions of the Act of 1882 have 
somewhat modified by eection 4 of the Act of 1890. Now the operation of 
that section is limited to assignments or charges made in consideration of 
marrige or by way of family arrangement. Consequently, as regards all 
other asrignments for value the law still is as I have :tated it, and the 
powers of the trustees still remain unaffected by the obligation imposed 
on the tenant for life to procure the assent of an astignee for value. 
There is, however a change made as regards assignments by way of family 
arrangement. If the eection is to be read as providing that under a settle- 
ment euch an instrument of assignment is to be deemed one of the instru- 
ments creating the settlement for all 5 it does seem to me to be a 
necesrary coneequence that trustees should be appointed of the settlement 
made by the original eettlement and that instrument. But the vendor 
contends that the section is limited to excluding the of section 
50 of the Act of 188%. That contention is borne out by the concluding 
words of the rection. It seems to me that the lan of the Act is 
satisfied by the limited construction placed on it by the vendor, and that 
the section does not make any ent to which it refers an instrument 
for allthe purposes of the Act. 
myself on the last words of tie section and on the consideration that that 
appears to me to be the difficulty which was intended to be met by the 
eection as a whole, and the only difficulty so faras I can see. I cannot 


n coming to that conclusion I found | | 





eay that everything for the purposes of the Act is to be read into the 


section.—Counsgi, Butcher, Q.C., and Butler ; Buckley, Q.0., and 
Clausen. Soxsctrors, Nicholl, Manity, ¢ Co. ; EB. Bromley. 
(Reported by J. I. Srizuixo, Barrister-at-Law.] 


ISAACS ». TOWELL. Byme, J. 27th April. 


Venpvor aNp Purcuaser —Mispescript19n—Conprrion or Sate—Rigut To 
Rescixp—Rrext To Rescrxp arrer Litigation Oommencep. 


This was an action for the rescission of a contract for the sale of certain 
property advertieed for sale as a freehold house, being No. 46, Westmin- 
ster-bridge-road, London. facts were as follow : The are — 
Pe eT Tes partioales of October, 1896, at the Mart, 


©. The particulars and conditions ted the property as 
freehold. The onditions provided that © tay ob ion or requisi- 
tion not precluded by the conditions should be insisted on 


which the vendor should be unable or unwilling to remove or com- 
ly with, the vendor should be at liberty, notwithstanding any 
fotermediate negotiation in respect thereof or a t> remove or 
comply with Ce one, fy writing tothe purchaser . . . t) 
reec the sale, in which case the pufchaser should receive back his 
deposit without intereet or costs. The plaintiff attended at the sale and 
became the purchaser of the property in question for the sum of £460. 
The vendor produced evidence at the hearing to the effect that the 
title, though not freehold, was practically as good, and that the purchaser 
bought after sufficient notice. On or about the 5th of November the 
— the —* held the premises ‘e * ee See 
a that the vendor e eave a 
thereof) by way of underleace only for a term of which about thirty: 
years only remained unexpired. vendor was unable to com 
the —— requisitions, and on the 30th of November the mn aa 
issued his writ. ‘I'he writ was retained by the vendor's solicitors for 
some days, who, on the 3rd of December, gave notice of rescission under 
the condition. It was submitted on behalf of the purchaser, partly on the 
ground that nothing was said in the conditions as to any righ 
vendor to rescind while litigation was pending, that the vendor 
his right under the condition. 

Bryrnz, J., held that the vendor had not lost his t to 
because litigation had commenced before he txercised it. 
said that he had waived his right by acquiescence in the litigation, and 
such acquiescence would be to ve him of his right under 
the contract. No general rule could be laid down as to the time at which 
the right to reecission was lost, and it was not necessary to make a specific 
reference to ey or in a condition of sale to retain the right to rescind 
after litigation commenced. On view of the whole circumstances of 
the case, lordsbip dismiseed the action, with costs as from the date of 
the notice to rescind, deducting costs to the date of the notice.—OounssL, 
Eve, Q.C., and J. M. Gover ; Astbury, Q.C., and Wheeler. Soxicrrons, 0. 
$ BE. Woodroffe; W. B. Fairbrother. 

[Reported by J. Anruur Paice, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
ROPER v. KNOTT. Div. Court. 30th April. 


Camunat Law—Wirvtry on Mauicrovery Commrrrinc Damacz to Paos 
perty—Di.utine Mr.x—Mauicrous Insurtes to Propszatry Act, 1861 
(24 & 25 Vicr. c. 97), s. 52—Hatt v. Ricuarpson (54 J. P. 345) Dis - 
APPROVED. 


Case stated by a metropolitan police magistrate. Upon the hearing of 
a charge made by the appellant, Roper, the res; ent, that the 
— eilh, tho property of tha ea mote te wey ym 
of milk, the property o a » con pro je 
tion 52 of the Malicious Injures (> Property Act, 1861 (24 & 25 Vict. c. 
97). The following facts were proved : ant was a 
— om business at 29, Howard-road, South Hornsey, and the respon- 
dent, w o was a milk carrier in his employ, was in the 
the place of business every morning to fetch milk which he subsequently 
sold to the appellant’s customers. On the morning of the 11th of January, 
1898, the res: t was seen at 5.25 a.m. by the appellant and a 
constable, who were wa him, to conceal a three-pint can of 
water in a garden of a house near the said premises. The respondent 
was then ceen to fetch four gallons of milk in a barrow from the appel- 
lant’s premises (which, in the ordinary course, would be sold and delivered 
by him to the appellant's customers), and bring it opposite the said 
and then was eeen to pour the three pints of water out of the can 


| 


taken into custody, the appellan ** him, “ You villain, what do 
you mean ?’’ and the respondent said, ‘‘I am very sorry. I 
hope you will forgive me!” The respondent stated that he had on pre- 
vious occasions been obl to make good to his master in money the 
ae sxtradicted oy the pellant. The Haut, in 
was con’ y the a appellaut, 
said that he was in the habis n 


that he would have a quantity had the milk carrier com- 
plained that he had lost — two quarts. The respondent had 





470 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 


May 7, 1898. 








not eerved any customers on the morning of the IIth of January before he 
was taken into custody. The whole of the milk, after it had been ro 
watered, was, in fact, — and spoiled, and was thrown away, and 
the loss therein amounted in value to the sum of ten shillings and eight- 
pence. On behalf of the respondent it was contended that in view of the 
decision in Hall v. Richardson (54 J. P. 345), the respondent could not, 
under the eaid circumstan es, be convicted of the offence. On behelf of 
the a) t it was contended that the decision in Hall v. Richardson only 
to a case where the milk had been spilt accidentally. The 
magistrate was of opinion that the respondent acted in a fraudulent 
way, and that bis object in adiing water wa: {o increase the bulk and to 
put the money into his own pocket by celling and not accounting for the 
surplus, but there was no malice towards or intention t» injure the 
appellant, the owner of the milk. He was doubtful whether the section 
was intended to apply to such injury or damage at all; but, even if that 
was 80, Le felt himself bound by the decision in Halli v. Richardson, and 
accordingly dismissed the charge. The question for the opinion of the court 
was whether, upon the above facts, the respondent could legaliy be con- 
victed of the offence. For the appellant it was now contended that there 
should bave been a conviction, inasmuch as if the natural and obvious 
consequence of doing a particular act is damage to property it can be no 
answer on behalf of the person who does the act to ray that he has no 
intention to injure the property. The following cases were cited: Haliv. 
Richardson (54 J. P. 345), Reg. v Pembliton (22 W. RB. 553, L. R. 2 C. VU. R. 
119), Llamilion v. Bow (52 J. P. 726). 
Tus Court (Lord Russert or Kittowen, C.J., and Day, Wits, 
GrantHamM, Wuiour, Kennepy, and Cuannect, JJ.) allowed the 


appeal. 
Rvussgtt or Kittowen, C.J., after stating the facts of the case, 
eaid: The result of the respondent's action was damage to his master’s 
proprty. He acted with a fraudulent intention though he had no 
pereonal malice against the appellant. Under these circumstances can 
he be convicted of an cffence within rection 52 of the Malicious Injuries to 
Property Act, 1861 Scction 51 deals with cases of injury, for which no 
punishment was before provided, to an amount excceling £5 committed 
** unlawfully and maliciously."’ Now, rection 52 differs fiom this and 
any other rection in the Act, fur it saye, ‘‘ Whosoever shall wilfully or 
maliciou:rly commit any damage, injury, or spoil to or upon any real or 
personal property whatsoever, either of a public or private nature, for 
which no punishment is hereinbefore provided’’ may be committed and 
compelled to pay a fine not excecding £5. It is clear the Legislature 
intended to draw a distinction between an act done ‘unlawfully and 
maliciously,’’ which might be wilful but not malicious, and an act done 
** wilfully or maticiously.’”’ Now, this is a case of injury on the findings 
of the magistrate. Was it wilful damage? The respondent committed 
the act charged to him intending to do so—that is, he did it wilfully. A 
man commits an act wilfully if he intentionally does a thing which 
cauees an iojury either with the intention of doing the injury or inten- 
tionally does it knowing it will cause the injury. Toerefore [ think thisis 
a case of wilful damage within the meaning of section 52. We have now 
to con:ider the case of Hali v. Richardson, on the authority of which the 
magistrate dismi:eed the charge. We cannot shrink from considering 
that case. There the act of diluting the milk was done wilfully, though 
it was not done with a fraudulent intention but to prevent loss to the 
owner in respect of some miJk that had been accidentally spilt. We do 
not approve of the decirion in that case. The error there is a confusion 
between dimage to the property and consequent loss to the owner. It 
does not matter if there is or is not loss to the owner. The question is, 
Was the damage done by an act wilfully committed? The next error is 
that Lord Coleridge, C.J., seems to have been of opiuion that there must 
be evidence of an intention tc deprive somebody of property. It is not 
necesrary to shew that. Lastly, the learned judge seems to have thought 
that the section was limited to cases for which compensation may be 
awardcd. The section, however, does not say so. Iam of opinion that 
this appeal ought to be allowed and the case remitted to the magistrate. 
The rest of the learned judges concurred in the above judgment, 
Wits, J., in his remarks referring to the case of Gardner v. Mansbridge 
(35 W. R. 809, 19 Q. B. D. 217). Appeal allowed.—Counsg1, H. Avory. 
Souicirogs, Young § Windsor. 
{Reported by E. G. Srittwett, Barrister-at-Law.j 


APTHORPE rv. PETER SCHOENHOFEN BREWERY C9. Div. Court. 
28th April. 

Intaxp Revexus—Income Tax—Pnrorirs anp Gatns or Enoiisu Company 
Owstxc Basweey Annzoap -Contron 1n Encuanp —Prorits Recetvep 
in Exouanp—Income Tax Acts, 1842 (5 & 6 Vict. c. 35), 8. 400, 
Scuspuze D, Cases 1 anv 5; 1853 (16 & 17 Vict. c. 34), s. 2, Scuzoute D. 


This was a revenue case ttated by the commissioners for the general 
purposes of the Income Tax Acts for the City of London. The head 
offices of the company were in London, and the brewery was at Chicago. 
The question for the decision of the court was whether the company were 
liable to pay income tax upon the whole of its profits, or only upon such 
as Were remitted to England. The company appealed against assessments 
mde upon them of £66,266 for the year ending the 5th of April, 1896, 
and of £63,970 for the year ending tie 5th of April, 1897, under schedule 
D of 16 & 17 Vict. c. 34. Ihe Peter Schoenhcfen Brewery Co. (Limited) 
was an English company, registerei under the Joint-Stock Companies 
Acts, with a memorandum of associa*ion, and with a registered office at 
57, Old Broad-street, City, and was formed in 1889 to acquire the brewery 
cotspany founded by Mr. Peter Schoenhofen at Chicig» in 1860. The 

company consisted of five persons, who, by contract dated the 
25th of June, 1889, became vendors of all except three of the shares 








in the property, plant, and business of the American company to the 
respondent com In order to avoid any difficulty in connection with 
the Illinois State laws, which prevented alien corporations and persons from 
holding real property in that State, it was agreed between the mdent 
company and the vendors that the American company ehould be kept on 
foot, and that the whole of the capital stock of the American company, 
except three shares of 100 dols. — should be acquired by the respondent 
company, and as a consequence the respondent company becams in sub- 
etance owners of all the property and assets of the American company. 
In 1895 the net profits amounted to £66,266, and in the following year to 
£63,970. According to the balance-sheet there was remitted to England 
between the 8th of April, 1895, and the 3rd of February, 1896, the sum 
of £2,561 18s., and, after paying the company’s expenses, £1,936 18:. of 
this sum was distributed as dividend among the shareholders. Between 
the 13th of April, 1896, and March, 1897, the sum of £3,256 was 
remitted to England, and of this sum £2,481 12s. was distributed as 
dividend. The business of the brewery was exclusively carried on in the 
State of Illinois, U.S.A., and all the staff lived at Chicago. The share- 
holders were mostly persons resident in America, although some of them 
resided in England and elsewhere. The powers of management of the 
London board were in fact delegated to the managers of the brewery at 
Chicago, who were the directors of the American company. The board 
of directors met in London and had the power to dismiss any cr ali of 
the managers, officials, and others carrying on the business in Chicago, 
and had an absolute power to control not only the company’s affairs 
generally but the business carried on in Chicago. The commissioners 
found the following on the facts: (1) That the business carried on at 
Chicago was carried on by, and was the business of, the respondent 
company, and that the profits made were their profits; (2) that the 
American company was the agent of the respondent company, who 
managed the business from their head office in London. The commis- 
sioners, however, considered themselves bound by the decision in 
Bartholomay Brewing Co.v. Wyatt (1893, 2 Q. B. 499), and they accordingly 
reduced the assessment to the amount of the remittances to England— 
viz., for the year ending the 5th of April, 1896, the sum of £2,561 18s., 
and for the year following to the sum of £3,256. The surveyor of taxes 
thereupon required the commissioners to state this case. Counsel on 
behalf of the Crown contended that the commissioners were wrong; the 
company traded in Eugland and was managed from a London office. He 
distinguished the case of Bartholomay Brewing Co. v. Wyatt (supra) from 
the present and submitted that on the authority of the Sa Paw/o 
(Brazilian) Railway Co. v. Carter (1895, 1 Q. B. 580), affirmed by the House 
of Lords (44 W. R. 336), income tax was payable on the assessment as 
made. On behalf of the company it was argued that the inference drawa 
by the court in the Bartholomay case, which was identical with the present, 
was not affected by the San Paulo case, since it was a question of fact 
which must be decided by the court in every ease—namely, Where, during 
the year of the assessment, was the business of the company in que:tion 
actually carried on? 

Tue Court (Wricur and Cuanneu, JJ.), upheld the contention of the 
Crown. It was clear that though the profits were earned in the United 
States the trade was carried on in England. The staff in America was 
appointed by the English company and the directors in England could 
dismiss any of the officials engaged at the brewery. In that state of 
things the observations in the judgments of the San Paulo case applied. 
The delegating of authority to persons in America was but an exercising 
by the English company of their supreme power. Execution stayed 
pending appeal.— Cuunset, Sir R Webster, A.G., and Danckwerts ; 
Asquith, QC, and Z. E. Scrution. Soxscrrors, The Solicitor for Inland 


Revenue ; Julius §& Thomas. Ps 


[Reported by Exsxine Rein, Barrister-at-Law.] 


REG. v. COTHAM AND ANOTHER, AND WEBB, Ex parte SAME. Div. 
Court. 26th and 27th April. 


Justices—Licensinc AprpgaAL—Transrer or  Licence—CsrTioRARI— 
Manpamvs—A.enovusge Act, 1828 (9 Geo. 4, c. 61), ss. 4 ann 14. 


In this case a rule nisi had been obtained for two writs of certiorari and 
for a writ of mandamus to the licensing justices of the Preecot Division of 
Lancashire, who had on the 21st of December, 1897, granted to one Webb 
the transfer under section 14 of the Alehouse Act, 1828, of a licence 
granted to J. Wallace on the 25th of August, 1897, to apply for and hold 
a licence to eel] by retail at a house situate at Church-street, Farnworth, 
Widnes, beer to be consumed on or off the premises. For ten years 
Wallace had yearly obtained a certificate to hold such a licence in respect 
of this house, but during the whole of that period he bad not resided 
therein. The house in quertion had been used as a draper'’s sho p, and 
for thirteen years no beer or other intoxicating liquor had been sold 
therein. It was alleged that the justices had no jurisdiction to grant this 
transfer. One of the rules for acertiorari was to quash the grant dated the 
25th of August and the other rule was to quash the transfer, and the 
mandamus was to hear and determine the transfer according to law. In 
support of the rule it was contended that the licence granted to Wallace 
was null and void because he was not, according to 3 & 4 Vict. c. 61, the 
resident, holder, and occupier oi the premises, and that therefore the 
t-anefer of tuch a licence was also null and void. Farther, it was con- 
tended that Wallace was not a person within the meaning of tection 4 of 
9 Geo. 4,c 61, from whom a licence could be transferred as he had never 
infact ‘‘theretofore kept”’ the premises as a licensed house, and there- 
fore it could not be said he was a person ‘‘ about to remove from such”’ 
licensed premises. The following cases were cited: Reg. v. King (36 
W. R. 600, 20 Q. B. D. 430), Reg. v. Sharman (46 W. R. 367; 1898, 1 
Q. B. 578), Reg. v. Bowman (1898, 1 Q. B. 663), Reg. v. Justices of London 
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(43 W. R. 287; 1895, 1 Q. B. 214). Section 4 of the Alehouse Act, 1828 
(9 Geo. 4, c. 61) provides that special sessions shall be held, at which 
‘+ it shall be lawful for the justices there and then assembled in the case 
and in the manner and for the time hereinafter directed, to licence such 
persons intending to keep inns theretofore kept by other persons being 
about to remove from such inns as they, the taid justices, shall . . . 
deem fit and proper persons. . .” Section 14 gives the cases in 
which a transfer may be granted and inter alia provides for the case where 
a duly licensed person shall ‘“‘ remove from or yield up the possession of 
the house.” 

Tue Court (Witts and Kznnzpy, JJ.) discharged the rule for the writs 
of certiorari, but made absolute the rule for a mandamus. 

Wis, J.—It is clear that the decision of the justices cannot be 
supported. The premises which Webb intended to keep as an inn have 
for over twelve years before the application for the transfer been licensed 
in the name of Wallace, but somebody else had occupied them as a 
draper's shop, and therefcre they do not come within the words in section 
4 as being premiee3 ‘‘ theretofore kept by other persons being about to 
remove from such inns’’; and, moreover, Wallace was not ‘‘ about to 
remove from such inn’’—he has never resided there. Section 4 has not, 
therefore, been complied with, and the justices have clearly acted without 
jurisdiction. The certiorari, however, must be diecharged, as it has been 
laid down by the Divisional Court that in such a case as this a certiorari is 
not thé proper remedy. The rule for a mandamus must, however, be made 
absolute. The justices have not confined themselves to the construction 
of the eection, but have clearly taken into consideration matters wholly 
outside their jurisdiction. This is not the case where there has been a 
misconstruction of a statute, as no possible construction can make Wallace 
out to be a person who has “‘ theretofore’’ kept the premises as an inn. 

Kennepy, J., in giving judgment, concurred on the same grounds, 
saying: It is clear Wallace does not come within section 4. That section 
provides that the justices may grant a licence “‘ in the manner hereinafter 
directed.’’ We are therefore referred to section 14 of the same Act, which 
stated the cares in which the grant may be made, and, amongst others, 
states that, where a duly licensed person shall ‘‘ remove from or yield up 
the possession of the house.’’ But it cannot be said that Wallace, comes 
within those words. I am of opinion that the justices have not heard and 
determined the appiication according to law, and I think the mandamus 
should be made absolute. Mandamus made absolute ; certiorari discharged. 
—CounseL, Avory and R. M. Montgomery ; Mattinson, Q.C., and 7. Swift. 
Soricrrons, Lloyd-George, Roberts, $ Co., for Lewis § Davis, Liverpool; J. 
Hands, for Edwin Berry, Liverpool. 

[Reported by E. G. Stitiwett, Barrister-at-Law. | 


CUCKFIELD RURAL DISTRICT COUNCIL v. GORING. Div. Court. 
25th April. 
Hicuway—Foot-sripge—Liasmitry to Rerairn—Ratione Tsnure— 
AcTION AGAINST OwnER NoT IN Occupation or Lanp—LocaL Govern- 

ment Act, 1894 (56 & 57 Vicr. c. 73) s. 25 (2). 


This was au appeal by the defendant from the decision of his Honour 
Judge Martineau, sitting at Worthing. The defendart, the Rev. John 
Goring, was the owner of certain land on which there were two foot- 
bridges over a stream. These bridges united the severed portions of 
two public footpaths which ran over the said land. There footbridges 
became out of repair. The plaintiffs requested the defendant to place 
them in proper repair, but he failed to do so, and the present action was 
then brought against him under section 25 (2) of the 1 Government 
Act, 1894, to recover £7, the expenses incurred by the plaintiffs in placing 
the bridges in proper repair. That section provides that: ‘‘ Where a 
highway repairable ratione tenure appears on the report of a competent 
surveyor not to be in proper repair, and the person liable to repair the 
same fails, when requested so to do by the district council, to place it in 
proper ss the district council may place the highway in proper 
repair and recover from the person liable to repair the highway the 
necessary expenses of co doing.’? The county court judge held that 
a liability ratione tenure to repair the bridges attached to the land, and 
that proceedings under the above section might be taken against the 
owner of the land, and he accordingly entered judgment for the plain- 
tiffs. The defendant now — on the ground, principally, that 
proceedings under section 25 (2) could only be taken t the occupier 
of the land. 

Tue Court (W11ts and Kennepy, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Wuzts, J., in giving judgment, said that at the time of the passing of 
the Local Government Act of 1894 the law was that it was only the 
occupier of land subject to a liability to the repair of highways ratione 
tenure who could be proceeded against and compelled to c out such 
repairs. In the case of Reg. v. Barker (25 Q. B. D) Lord Coleridge, C.J., 
raid, ‘‘From the date of Rolle’s Abridgment to the prerent time, the 
placitum (B) 2, which lays down the law both in the affirmative and the 
negative that you must indict the occupier and cannot indict the owner.’’ 
That passage had been held to refer to egret he repairable ratione tenure 
although it did not in terms refer to such highways. There was, there- 
fore, very ancient authority for ae that the occupier is the only 
person against whom the liability could be enforced, though no doubt the 
occupier hada right to be re-imbursed by the owner. Section 25 (2) of 
the Local Government Act, 1894, does not bring in the owner of the land 
as a person liable to be proceeded against; it merely provides a simpler 
remedy and enables the local authority to do the repairs and recover the 
expenses of so doing from the person liable ratione tenure to repair. The 


proceedings in this case bad been taken against the wrong person, and the 
al would therefore Se allowed. 
ENNEDY, J., concurred. Appeal allowed.—Counsgi, Marshall Hall and 


ap 


R. BE. Moore ; Dickens, Q.C., and Bozall, 
C. H, Waugh, tor BE. Waugh, 
[Reported by 2. G. Sriuitwet, Barrister-at-Law.) 


Soxicrrors, Buckwell, Bri hton 
Heath. — 


REG. v. BIRD AND OTHERS, Fx parte NEEDE3, Div. Court. 2nd Max. — 


Licensinc Law—New Licexce—Conrirwation—Ricut to Orross—Reov- 
LATIONS OF QuaRTER Szsstons—Uutra vings—Licensine Act, 1872 (35 & 
36 Vicr. c. 94', ss. 37, 


Rule nisi to the county licen committee of the County of London 
to hold an adjo ons and the application of 
V. Guidotti pursuant to section 43 of the ig Act, — that a pro- 


visional grant of a victualler’s licence for certain premises might bs con- 
firmed, and to hear the objections of the ap) t Needes thereto. On the 
25th of March, 1898, Guidotti applied to justices of the St: 
et’s Division, Westminster, for the grant of a new livence ; the 
appellant ap and —— the provisional licence was granted. 
Rule 30 of the Standing Orders of the London Quarter Sessions provides 
‘*that every person (subject as hereinafter provided) ——6 oppose 
the confirmation of any such provisional licence . . . before the 
county licensing committee » wil seven after t of 
such provisional licence . . . give no to the 
@Fk Of the peace by registered letter of his intention to oppose the con- 
firmation of such provisional licence.”” This notice was not given by the 


tendered by the appellant at the Sessions House, and was refused, the 
application having then been entered in the unopposed list. On the 17th of 
April notice that the appellant intended to op and would apply for leave 
to be heard in — was served by tered post on Guidotti. On 
the 27th of April (the day fixed for the hearing by the county licensing 
committee of the application for confirmation application of the 
appellant to be bh in opposition was refueed, and the grant of the 
licence was confirmed. The appellant then obtained this rule. Section 37 
of the Licensing Act, 1872, enacts that ‘‘ the justices in quarte 
make egulations with to the meeti 
icensin, g ptee e 
hin! Section 43 enacts tii hy 
person pears be he licensing justices and opposes the grant of 
a new licence and no other person may 5 and oppose the confirma- 
tion of such grant by the confirming auth in counties and boroughs. 
- . . Ina county the justices in quarter sessions assembled . . . 
shall make rules as to the proceedings to be adopted for confirmation of 
new licences, and the costs to be incurred in such proceedings, and 
the person by whom such costs are to be paid.“ It was contended by the 
——— that the rule making the prescribed notice by a person who 
had appeared in opposition to the provisional grant a condition precedent 
to his right to be heard in opposition to the confirmation was contrary to 
section 43, and was ultra vires. 
Tue Court (Wiis and Kennepy, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 


Wits, J.—At first sight nothing can appear more reasonable than that 















there should be a rule as to the hearing of these cases by which 
a condition could be enforced that proper notice of opposition to the con- 
firmation of a licence should be given. Butis it wi the power given 
by the statute to make rules as to the for confirmation ? 
(His lordship read sections 37 and 43.] I t the power thus 


iven must include power to make rules, consistent with the Act, 
— with the manner of opposing as well as with the confirming 
of the provisional grant; the opposition is part of . the busineas 
relating to the confirmation. But that still leaves the real difficulty 
untouched. The Act of Parliament (eection 43) gives power in co many 
words to a person who has — first application to appear aud be 
heard on the further application for confirmation. I think that the power 
to make rules, however wide, cannot give power to override the ex- 
press power given by the statute to appear and oppose. The quarter 
sessions liave made rules, come of which may be wiléra vires, but we have 
only one to deal with here. Rule 34 expresses neatly the effect of what 
they have done—‘‘any person who has appeared before the 

justices and opposed a grant of a new licence, and who has com 
with these rules, and no other person, may appear before the county 
licensing committee.’’ That imposes a new condition not im by 
the Act of Parliament, and is witra vires. I think it would be within ths 
power of the sessions to say that a person who has not given proper 
notice should have to pay the costes of any necessary adjournment or 
other costs; such a rule would certainly have my judicial sympathy ; bat 
in imposing a condition of appeal which is not within rec 43 they 
have gone beyond their powers. No question arises here as to rule 31, 
which requires a surety to be found for the amount of the costs, bat it 
seems Clear that there is no power to impose such a condition as that. 
The rules require revision. ‘he p 1 hat no regulation made 


under an Act of Parliament 
itself. 


Kennevy, J.—The county licensing committee treated themselvis a1 
bound by certain rules with which the person eeeking to oppose the 
confirmation of the licence had not complied. He had satisfied tre 
requirements of section 43, and had therefore entit'ed himsslf to appear 
and be heard in opposition to the confirmation. To make an absolute 
rule barring a person who is by the Act given a right to be heard from 
being heard unless he gives certain notices and does certain things is to 

beyond the power to make rules as to the proceedings for confirmation. 
fad the rule been that the application should in the a ce of notice of 
opposition be put in the unopposed list and so heard, unless there is an 
















application, for good cause shewn and upon payment of costs, to transfer 


appellant ; but on or about the 16th of April a notice of opposition was | 
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it to the opposed list I think it would have been good; but this rule is 
uncondi and is ultra vires. Rule absolute.—Counset, Scrution ; 
Candy, Q.C., and Peter Grain. BSorictrons, Percy Gates ; Francis Rudait. 


[Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law. | 


BEG. . EDWARDS. C.C.R. 30th April. 
CamiwaL Law—Osrarnine Crepit sy Fraup—Desrors Act, 1869 (32 & 33 


Vier. c. 62), s. 13. 
Case stated by the recorder of Kingston-upon-Hull. The defendant 
under section 13 of the Debtors Act, 1869, for having 


was indicted 

obtained credit for a sum of £7 7s. 11d. for food and drink and rleeping 

accommodation supplied, and service rendered to him by a hotel proprietor. 

It waa proved that the prisoner came to the hotel and engaged a bedroom 
for about a fortnight, being during that time supplied 


which he occu 
with food drink and other articles. When ordering some of these 
articles he said: ‘‘ I will have that booked; the firm will pay for it, and 
“Xt does not come out of my pocket’’; and when bills were presented to 
him for payment he asked for time, and said that he was expecting 
remittances from his mother. Subsequently, when pressed for payment 
he said: ‘‘ I am going to throw myself on-your mercy; I had no money 
when I came, and I have no money now; I have no firm, and I cannot 
pay your bill unless the money is given me by someone.’’ He was then 
apprehended. The recorder directed the jury that before they could 
convict they should be eatisfied that the defendant was a person without 
y the debt he had incurred to the prosecutrix, and 


sufficient means to pe. 
that with the intention of cheating her he bad obtained credit from her 
by means of fraud, the defendant not intending to pay the debt. The 


jury found the defendant guilty. The question was whether the con- 
viction could be supported on the facts. ‘Chere was no appearance in the 
court either by counsel or in person. 

Tue Covar (Lord Russet or Kittowsn, C.J., and Day, Witts, Guax- 
THAM, and Kennzpy, JJ.) affirmed the conviction. 

Lord Russert or Kitiowen, C.J., in delivering the judgment of the 
court, after referring to the facts, said that there was no doubt that there 


was evidence of risoner’s guilt to go to the jury; the case was on 
all fours . Vv. Jones 3, 1Q. B. 119). 


[Reported by T. R. C. Dit, Barrister-at-Law. j 


PRIOR ». THE SLAITHWAITE SPINNING CO. Div. Court. 29th April. 


Facrory Acrs—Mrat-tiwes—Empioyment—Factory anp Worxsuor Act, 
1878 (41 Vict. c. 16), s. 17. 


Section 17 of the Factory and Workshop Act, 1878, provides (sub-eection 
2), with respect to the meals of persons employed in a factory or work- 
shop, that: ‘‘ A child, young percon, or woman shall not, during any part 
of the times allowed for m in the factory or workshop, be employed in 
the factory or the workshop, or be allowed to remain in a room in which 
8 manufacturing procers or handicraft is being then carried on.’”’ Section 
19 provides for the times of meal-times being specified in a notice affixed 
in the factory or workshop, and that the times allowed for meals shall be 
deemed to be the times so specified. Section 94 provides: ‘‘A child, 
—— or woman who works in a factory or workshop, whether 

wages or not, either in a manufacturing process or handicraft, or in 
the cleaning any part of the factory or workshop used for any manufac- 
process or handicraft, or in cleaning or oiling any part of the 

, . shall, save in so far as is otherwise provided by this 
deemed 


to be employed therein within the meaning of this Act.’’ 
was employed in their factory during the time allowed for meals. 


i 


was laid against the reepondents for that a youn, 
The 


boy named Garside, on the 13th of November, 1897, 


— a 
-stay aside ‘the factory, a textile mill, during the time allowed for 
dinner. He did of his own accord because it was warmer inside. 


* 80 
a finished his dinner before the dinner-time expired, in order 
to while away the time he set to work to oil the spindles. In 

so he was acting contrary to the rules made by the respondents 
and affixed in the . It was — *— of Garside’s duty to oil the 
spindles. His duty was to tie up threads. The justices before 
whom the inf tion was heard dismissed it upon the ground that there 
was no evidence that the boy was re by the respondents, but they 
stated a case for the opinion of the h Court. It was contended by the 
respondents that the acts done by the boy were not necessarily evidence 
that he “‘ worked’’ within the meaning of section 94. These acts might 
have been mere mischief or done for the sake of amusement. It was 
contended that the respondents were entitled to exemption under 


the terms of section 87. ‘ 
Tux Covar (Writs and Kznnzpy, JJ.), allowed the appeal and remitted 


the case to the justices to convict. 

W135, J., said that under the words of the enactment extreme cases 
of hardship might arise from which the mind revolted. But those cases 
were not likely to be of frequent occurrence, and it was important to see 
whether it was nccessary for the Legielature to cover such cases in order 
to attain the objects aimed at by the legislation. The policy of the 
enactment was to ensure that certain classes of persons employed in 


and workshops should have the hours allowed for their meals 

intact. That policy could only be carried out in the manner 
provided in 7 Act, and it mattered not how rigorously it might work in 
some caces ; 


with accordingly. In the preeent case the boy was oiling spindles during 
the dinner-hour. He was none the less wor in spite of the fact that 
doing what he did to amuse himself. Nor did the distinction avail 

to orders. The magistrate did 


he was 
that his doing what he did was contrary 
not find that the boy was not working. All he found was that he was not 


i 


case fell within the terms of the Act it must be dealt 

















respondents were not entitled to the 
benefit of the exemption contained in section 87 of the Act, for it was 
information should be 


employed by the respondents. The 
essential to that exemption that an 
t another person.—CounsgL, Sutton; Rawlinson, Q.C., 


agains 
Soricrrors, Treasury Solicitor ; Learoyd § Co. 
[Reported by C. G. Witsrzanam, Barrister-at-Law.} 


Harper. 


Re THE ROYAL COLLEGE OF SURGEONS. Div. Court. 28th and — 
29th April. / 


IxtaANpD Revencte—Bopres Coxporate or - Untscornrporate—Income on 
Prorits or Prorerry—Dvury—Exemrrion—Prorerty ArrrorriaTep 
ror Promotion or Scrence—Cvustoms anp Intanp Revenve Act, 1885 
(48 & 49 Vict. c. 51), s. 11 (8). 

In this case the Royal College of Surgeons petitioned to be discharged 
from an assessment made * the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 
1885, on the ground that the college is an institution for the promotion of 
‘* education, literature, science, or the fine arts.’’ The petition showed as 
follows: ‘‘(1) That vo Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1885, it is 
enacted that there s be levied in respect of all real and personal 
property which shall have belonged to or been vested in any body 
corporate or unincorporate . . a duty at the rate of £5 per centum 
upon the annual value, income, or profits of such property . . after 
deducting all necessary outgoings . . . subject to exemption from 
such duty in favour of property of the description following—that is to 
say, property which, or the income or profits whereof, shall be legally 
appropriated and applied for the benefit of the public at large ; property 
which, or the income or profits whereof, shalt be legally appropriated 
and applied for the promotion of education, literature, science, or the fine 
arts; (2) that the petitioners are a body politic established by Royal Charter 
in the year 1800; (3) that the objects of the petitioners’ incorporation, as 
—* in the said Royal Charter, are the benefit of the common weal of 
this kingdom by the promotion of the art and science of surgery and the 
due promotion and encouragement of the study and practice of the said art 
and science of surgery ; (4) that further powers and privileges have from 
time to time been conferred upon the petitioners subsequent Royal 
Charters . . .. with the object more effectually to promote and 
enco' the study and practice of the said art and science of s ; 
(5) that by the charter divers obligations and duties are imposed upon the 
corporation for the benefit of the public at large and the promotion and 
encouragement of the said art and science of surgery (6) that the: 
petitioners are, under terms imposed by Government, the custodians at 
their own expense of the Hunterian collection, which is national property ; 
(7) that on the 24th of June, 1894, the annual value of income . . . from 

roperty was £7,200, the total value of the personal estate was 
£187,195 17s. 1ld., and the income . . . therefrom for the same 

yearly period was £5,833 5s. 7d.; (8) that the whole property . . . 

was legally appropriated and applied for the benefit of the public at large 

or for the promotion of science, literature, or education; (9) that the 
petitioners were called upon by the Commissioners of Inland Revenue to 
deliver an account in acco ce with section 17 of the Customs and 

Inland Revenue Act, 1885, that they did-deliver such an account claiming 

- « « exemption; (10) that the petitioners were notwithstanding 

assessed by the Commissioners at £3,161, and required to pay as duty 

thereon the sum of £158 Is. ; (11) that they had been compelled to pay the 
same. (12) The said sum of £3,161 included the following: The sum of 
£300, the annual value of that of the library within the premises 

Nos. 40, 41, 42, Lincoln’s-inn-fields; the sum of £250, the annual value 

of the official residence of the conservator of the museum which 

contains among other things the said Hunterian collection; £200, the 
value of 39, Lincoln’s-inn, another portion of the library. (13) Apart 
from the general claim to total exemption the petitioners submit that, in 


any event, the above property comes within the provision for exemption.’’ f 


From variou it a t college, in addition to per- 
forming the duties im upon them by the Charters, held examinations 
and granted diplomas to enable candidates to practice as surgeons and 
dentists. On application the public may obtain access to the library. 
For the petitioners it was contended that the whole college was exempt, 
and ia the alternative that all or some of the separate were 
exempt. The Crown exempted the museum, but claimed that none of the 
other buildings were exempt as they were not appropriated and applied 
for the promotion of science. The following cases were cited: Society of 
Writers to the Signet v. Commissioners of Inland Revenue (2 Tax ©. 257); 
Tailors of Glasgow v. Commissioners of Inland Revenue (24 Scot L. R. 516) ; 
Re Bootham Ward Strays (40 W. R. 121, and m Court of Appeal, 1892, 
2 Q. B. 152); Linen and Woollen Drapers Case (58 L. T. 949); Forrest v. 
Commissioners of Inland Revenue (39 W. R. 33, 15 App. C. 334). 

Tue Cover (Wuicut and Cuannett, JJ.) found im favour of the 
petitioners as the conservator’s house, but against them in respect 


of the rest of a, 

Waricnt, J.—The Inland Revenue Act specially exempts from taxation, 
firstly, property which, or the income or profits whereof, shall be legally 
appropriated and Ay for the promotion of education, literature, science, 
and the fine arts. Ne declaration of trust is required in such a case. The 
present case does not come within that class, for it cannot be said that the 
property of the petitioners is legally appropriated and applied for the pro- 
motion of science. The main object of the petitioners is the granting 
certificates or diplomas to persons intending to become surgeons, and 
the largest source of income arises from examination fees. Then, 
secondly, there is the class of property the income of which is not wholly 

ses of science, but to objects of a mixed character 


devoted to the . 
In such cases each part of the property must be taken and examined 
separately to see if it has been legally appropriated and applied to purposes 
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i laid down in Forrest v. 


for which exemption can be claimed. The pri 
here. It*is conceded 


The Commissioners of Inland Revenue must b 


that the museum is exempt. In my opinion Hunterian museum is 
also exempt. Then as to the offices. These are mainly appropriated 
and not for the promotion of science, 


and eppli for examination 
and that applies still more so to the examination-hall. The seems a 
more difficult point, but it has not been shown that it is mainly devoted to 
the purposes of science. As regards the conservator’s house, the Crown 
contends that it is not exempt, because the college might appoint another 
house for the conservator to reside in. I, however, think that it is exempt, 
as it is within the purposes of the college to have a conservator’s house. 
It would be exempt just the same even if it were removed. 

CHANNELL, J., delivered a judgment to the same effect. 

CounseL, Sir E. Clarke, Q.C., and J. R. Paget; Sir R. Webster, A.G., and 
Danckwerts, Soxscrrons, Wilde, Moore, § Wigston; Solicitor of Inland 


Revenue. 
[Reported by E. G. Sr1tuwext, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Winding-up Cases. 
Re WAVERLEY TYPEWRITER (LIM). D’'ESTERRE v. WAVERLEY 
TYPEWRITER (LIM). 2ist April. 


Company—Winpinc vur—Rertrosrgctives Acrion—Dsgnenturss—Parerrr- 
ENTIAL Parmunr—PrersnentiaL Payments 1x Bankruptcy Act, 1888 
(51 & 52 Vicr. c. 62) s. 1—Prerzrentia, Payments 1n BANKRUPTCY 
Amenpment Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vicr. c. 19) 8. 2. 


Summons by the liquidators for directions. The debenture-holders’ 
action and the winding up of the company both commenced before the 
Preferential Payments in Bankruptcy Amendment Act, 1897, came into 
force. Section 2 enacts ‘‘In the winding up of any company under the 
Compan‘es Act, 1862, and the Acts the same, the debts men- 
tioned in Preferential Payments in Bankruptcy Act, 1888, shall, eo far as 
the assets of the company available for the payment of general — 


may be insufficient to meet them, have priority over the 

of debentures or debenture stock ‘under an ri to) c y 

8 company, and stalt bepatd accordingly out of any y com- 
b of the hot of 1888 


priced in or eubject to such charge.”” By section 1 Oo 
workmen were given priority for the up. question which 
aroee in this case was whether the Act of 1897 was retrospective or not. 
Wricut, J., held that in this case the workmen were not entitled to 
priority over the debenture-holders, as (1) primd facie the Act was not 
retros) ve although ambiguous, and also that, having regard to section 
3 of the Act, primd facie that provision was ve. In this case the 
lature had interfered with the rights of ture-holdera if they 
not taken steps to realize their securities befure the ing of the 
Act, but it had not gone so far as to interfere with their its when they 
had already taken steps.—Oovunsr, C. T. Mitcheli and Perey FP. Wheeler. 
S-uicrrors, Shan, Roscoe, Massey, ¢ Co. ; James Mote $ Sons. 


[Reported by C. W. Map, Barrister-at-Law.] 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
ORDER OF TRANSFER. 
Orpzr or Court. 
Monday, the 2nd day of May, 1898. 

Whereas, the causes and matters set forth in the Schedules hereto, 
which were by the order dated the 22nd of February, 1898, trans- 
ferred to the Honorable Mr. Justice Gorell Barnes for the purpose 
only of hearing or of trial, remain undisposed of; Now I, the Right 
Honorable Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancel- 
lor of Great Britain, do hereby order that the- several causes and 
matters set forth in the Schedules hereto, be re-transferred to the 
tive judges from whom they were transferred by the said 
poo and be marked to the cause books y- And this 


order is to be drawn up by the ry me J and set up in the several 
offices of the Chancery Division of the High Court of Justice. 


FIRST SCHEDULE. 


Re-transferred to Mr. Justice STIRLING. 
1897. 
Croysdale v Sunbury-on-Thames, &o, Council 1897 0 498 
May 14 
De Yo v Chandler 1897 D 291 May 20 
The Dunlop Pneumatic * Co, ld v Stone 1896 P 1,760 May 20 
Blaiberg v Mear 1896 4,988 _ 25 
Pretcher v New Rio Tinto Copper Co, 1d 1897 P 189 May 25 


Barrett v Barrett 1897 B 1,844 May 18 


SECOND SCHEDULE. 
Re-transferred to Mr. Justice Romer. 


Hetley v Webber 1896 H 4,067 May 11 
Edison Bell Phonograph, & ld v Rigg 1897 E 69 June 25 


t Cold v New Incandescent (Sunlight Patent), 
I 1,994 June 26 


Incandescent Gas 
&c ld 1896 

Inman v Bish 1896 I 2,133 July 5 

In re Letters — 10,644 of 1887 —* 13,443 of 1889, granted 


to Carl petiiion Jaly 10 
er oy ey & Jackson's Patent, No 22,928 of 1895, &c petition 


Garetin (trading, &o) vStafford 1897 @ 687 Nov 15 
THIRD SCHEDULE. 


Re-transferred to Mr. Justice BYRNE. 


Dessau v Grueber 1896 D 608 Feb 30 
. Hatssury, C. 


TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Orpsr or Court. 
Thursday, the 28th day of April, 1898. 


I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do Cock anies that the actions mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 


SCHEDULE. 
’ Mr. Justice Sriatine (1898 —L.—No. 793). 


In re The Licensed Trades’ Pretectorate Limited. 
Sir Raymond West (Knight) v The Licensed Trades’ mee — 
MAænunr, O. 





LAW SOCIETIES. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Spscia, Gengrat Muertine. 


A especial general meeting of the I: Law Society was held at 
the Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, on , the 29th ult., the President 
(Mr. Witi1am Goppsn, of the chair. 

The Pagsrpent : Before the business upon the agenda 
I should like to mention first of all, what we ail know, that the 


Lanp Transrer Act 


of last year comes mto o on the Ist of J 
Sntantod carastd win Lesion ans trom the pubs 
the proceedings of the London County Council, progressively in 
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the society free a consolidated new edition of the 
Mr. F. Anmrracz ) asked if it was in order to inquire with 
reference to the Transfer Bill as to what part of London had been 


Mr. Harvey Currron (London) moved, in accordance. with notice : 
That the Council 


of the ted La ; 
of section df of the Solitons Ast ot 184 which 
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the Affairs of the Admiralty or Navy, or to the Solicitor to the Board of 
."? He said it would be remembered that some two years ago 

he asked a question of the then president in regard to the appointment of 
solicitors to Government offices, and although he had no expectation 
whatever of securing the passing of his motion, yet he desired to press the 
matter forward in otder that the Council might give it their constant and 
best attention. When he asked the question before, he inquired whether 
steps would be taken to obtain a repeal of the section to which he referred 
in the motion. He was then told that no steps would be taken, but that 
as the vacancies occurred representations would be made by the society 
to the authorities. The Act of George 4, which originally dealt with 
the matter, recited in the preamble as follows: ‘‘ Whereas it has been 
found greatly conducive to the public interest that attorneys specially 
appointed by the Commissioners of the Treasury or by the several Com- 
missioners of His Majesty’s Revenue to be sol'citors or attorneys on 
behalf of his Majesty should act and —— as such solicitors or 
attorneys without being admitted or enrolled as solicitors or attorneys, 
and without being subject by reason of such acting or practising to any 
lations in force in any part of the United Kingdom relating to soli- 
citors and atttorneys.”” He ventured to suggest that that preamble 
was utterly untrue and utterly unjustified to-day, and that 
it was a standing insult to solicitors that such a preamble 
should remain in the Statute Book. Section 47 of the Act of 1843 
wided that the ordinary regulations as to admission of solicitors 
should not apply to solicitor: appointed to the various offices such as the 
Treasury and other Government offices. What did they find at the 
tday? Among the appointments which should be held by solicitors 

tt which were held by members of the bar were that of the Assistant 
Solicitor to the Customs, the Solicitor to the Exchequer and Audit 
Department, the Solicitor to the Secretary of State of India, the Solicitor 
for Inland Revenue, the Assistant Solicitor for Inland Revenue, Solicitor 
to the Local Government Board, Solicitor to Public Works and Buildings 
——, Solicitor to Queen Anne’s Bounty, Solicitor to the Treasury, 


e Assistant Solicitor to the Treasury, and'the Solicitor to the Woods | 
;ments. He had thought Mr. Ford would have been an ardent supporter of 


and Forests. He thought that was a pretty complete catalogue. It was 
a stan injustice to solicitors to-day. Whatever the facts might have 
been in 1843 which necessitated the appointment of barristers to solicitors’ 

tments, these were not the facts to-day, and whatever might be the 
fi of the older members of the profession with regard to the existingstate 
of 8, it was not the feeling of the younger generation of solicitors to- 
day. The members looked to the Council to maintain the prestige of the 
profession and to secure to them appointments which they ought to hold, 
and although he was afraid he should not be very heartily supported to- 
day, inasmuch as the men who felt the matter most strongly were not 
able to attend, and, although he had no chance of passing the resolution, 
he hoped that some little good might be done by the publicity of the fact 
that many young solicitors felt very greatly the grievance to which he had 
drawn attention. He should not take up further time, because he 
believed that there was a strong feeling, and it was not for him to elaborate 
or emphasize it. 

Mr. W. Hasgipinz Jonges (London) seconded the motion. 

Mr. Cuarizs Forp (London) eaid he had felt for thirty years that the 
Act placed colicitors in a monstrous position. The Act was passed in 1843 
in the interests of the bar. But he thought the meeting could hardly be 
asked to pass the motion, and he should like to move asan amendment, 
which haps Mr. Clifton would accept: ‘‘ That it be referred to the 
Council to consider and report at the next general meeting on the question 
of modifying or repealing the section.’’ It would be better to leave the 
matter in the hands of the Council rather than that it should be passed 
without a more full discussion. There was a good deal more in it than 
possibly Mr. Clifton imagined, because it extended to the Solicitor of the 
pe Kel London, to the Solicitor to the Admiralty, and to all sorts of 
ru of that kind. 

Mr. Armirace seconded the amendment. 

Mr. Gainnam Kuen (London) said that during the twenty-one years he 
had been a member of the Uouncil the Council had made numerous 
effortein the direction pointed out by the motion when the Solicitorship 
to the Customs, the Admiralty Solicitorship, and the Queen’s Proctorship 
were vacant. 

The Paustpent: The Post Office Solicitorship. 

Mr. Kzen said the Post Office Solicitorship also. The Council had had 
committees sitting from time to time. He had had the pleasure, with 
others, of spending a day in the Council room helping to compose a letter 
to the Prime Minister on the subject, and they hai never lost an oppor- 
tunity of doing their utmost to put the right man forward from the ranks 
of the solicitor branch of the profession. To speak of it a3 a new thing, 
as far as the Councii was concerned, was rather a mistake. He felt that 
to expect the Government to give up the right to appoint anybody they 
choee to a particular office was out of the question. They must keep on 
peaging away every time there was a vacancy, and get as many solicitors 

as they could; and he claimed for the Council that they had done this 


yr. 
The amendment was negatived, 6 votes being given in its favour, and 


16 
The motion was also rejected, the voting being—for, 6; against, 15. 


Law Socrery Civp. 


The following appeared on the agenda paper: “‘ Mr. William Melmoth 
Walters will move that the following re:olution, in reference to the Law 
Society’s Club, paesed at the special general meeting on the 28th of 
January last, be confirmed—viz.: ‘(1) That the following addition be 
made at the end of rule 3: ‘‘ but the committee shall have power at their 
iscretion to suspend or reduce the entrance fee for any period or for any 





class of members, and also to reduce the annual subscription payable by 
members or any class of members’”’ ; (2) that the following addition be 
made at the end of rule 4: “ but such subscription may be reduced by the 
committee as before mentioncd’’; (3) that the words “‘if any’’ be 
inserted in rule 6 after the words *‘ entran’e fee,’’ and in rule 7 after the 
words ‘‘ entrance fees.’’’ ’” 

Mr. C. Mytne Banxer (London) moved tie re:olution at the rezu2st of 
Mr. Walters, who was unable to be present. The object was t» extend 
the usefulness of the club by letting in country members at what amounted 
to a nominal subscription. It gave power t» reduce the entrance fees, 
but n> power to increase them. 

Mr. J. T. Arxinson (Selby), as a country member of the Council, 
seconded the motion. 1t was a step in the right direstior, and he 
anticipated a large accession of country memb2rs. 

Mr. Forp said this was shocking. Here were members of the Council 
who were most eager in the matter. It was the one ab:orbing subject of 
consideration, this club, he was afraid. He wished the club at the 
bottom of the Atlantic. The original club was wound up and disposed of 
long ago, and this new club was no better. It was a mischievous thing 
for the society that there should be 200 or 300 out of the thousands of 
members of the society who absorbed and monopolized about a third of 
the society’s property. Mr. Barker had put the matter in a very 
euphonious fashion. If the club paid the cociety £2,000 a year the 
members could get many more interesting volumes such as that pro- 
mised by the president. By the first section of the motion the club 
might elect anybody, the Lord Chancellor possibly. He was glad to know 
there was a division amongst the Council in regard to theclab. He hoped 
the Council would not encourage the clib. If the scciety wauted a place 
for luncheon it should be open to every member of the society. There 
was no hope, however, of resisting the club members present to-day, who 
were a majority in the meeting. The club was like a barnacle on the 
bottom of a ship, a thing that ought to be removed. 

Mr. Grinuam Keen said he was rather surprised at Mr. Ford’s argu- 


a movement which would be very useful tothecountry members at large. That 
was all it came to. The reason for the Council being there was to be of 
service to the members of the society, and this proposal had for its object 
to make the club much more useful throughout the length and breadth 
of the land. He had been connected with the society for forty years and 
upwards, and he had always felt that the society had been the grandest 
thing for solicitors it was possible to imagine. He had always felt that 
he would do his level best to keep and conserve that which a bygone 
generation had created for solicitors, and hand it down to those who 
should follow without its being any worse than it was before. It has 
been the making of the solicitor brauch of the profession, and what was 
the original prospectus that was pnt out when the society was contem- 
plated? That there should be a law institution, and that there should 
be a club attached to it on the lines of the Athen#um and University 
Clubs, and the old club remained still and was a very great convenience 
to a great number of the profession. The object of the alteration of the 
rules now proposed was to make the club more useful throughout the 
country. Mr. Ford said that the club was done away with on a former 
occasion, but he (Mr. Keen) denied it altogether. It was not done away 
with. Technically there were originally two ballots, the ballot for 
membership of the society and tne ballot for membership of the club. 
That was a mistake. He remembered that Mr. Lake pointed it out ata 
very early period, and it was seen at once that there was a technical 
objection to two ballots. This had been overlooked in forming the club. 
All that had been done was to get rid of one of the ballots. It was a 
little technical objection, which had been swept away and the old club 
remained. 

Mr. F. K. Munton (London) said he was not a member of the committee 
of the club, but he wasa member of the club. 

Mr. Forp: You are going to help to pass the motion though. 

Mr. Muxrox said he had seconded a resolution ten years ago to enable 
the Council to elect honorary members to the club, and the meeting had 
carried the motion. The Council, however, had used the power given to 
them most honourably and sparingly, and had only nominated the secre- 
tary and the assistant secretary. He thought it very unfair that Mr. Ford 
should bring the matter forward in this way, knowing that the statements 
he made would get into the Press. Still, it wasa good thing that they 
should get into the papers so that the true state of the case might be 
known. But the statements Mr. ord had made ought not to be allowed 
to go unchallenged. 

Mr. Forp asserted that the old club had been done away with. The 
resolution was recorded on the minutes of the society. 

The Parestpent observed that as a matter of history he might mention 
that when in 1825 their predecessors determined to revivify the Law 
Society each of the gentlemen who interested themselves in the work sént 
in to the Law Society a pipe of port wine. 

The motion was carried. 

The Prestpent remarked that the object of the motion was to bring 
the country and London into closer harmony. The number of members of 
the society were at present greater than had ever been the case. The 
membership of the society was more than 7,900, being in advance of the 
numbers on any previous occasion. 

Lone Vacation. 

Mr. Forp, in accordance with notice, asked the President what steps, if 
any, the Council have taken to give effect to the resolution of the society 
with re to shortening the Long Vacation, and also whether the Council 
are ng any steps to secure the transaction of legal business the Long 
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Vacation other than that which is at present allowed to be transacted 
during the Vacation ? 

The Prestpent: The answer to Mr. Ford’s question is that the Council 
adopted the resvlution of the society on the 3rd of December, 1897, to the 
effect ‘‘ that, in the opinion of this society, the duration of the Long 
Vacation shculd be reduced to eight weeks—first Monday in August to 
last Saturday in September.’’ This resolution they communicated to the 
General Council of the Bar. The General Council of the Bar passed the 
following resolution: ‘‘ Toat it is not desirable that the proposal of the 
Incorporated Law Society to alter the Long Vacation by making it extend 
from the first Monday in August to the last Saturday in September be 
carried into effect.” And that is all that we have beer able todo. As 
regards the transaction of legal business during the Long Vacation, in 
March, 1893, the Council sent to the Lord Chancellor a statement of the 
business which they thought ought t>» go on in the Long Vacation, and 
that statement appeared in the annual report of 1894. Beyond that the 
Council up to the present tim? have not been able to make any further 
progress. They remain of the same opinion that they were ia 1893. 

Mr. Forp said that if it had not already been done he would suggest 
that the society’s resolution should be communicated to the Lord Chan- 
cellor. . 

The Prestpent : It has been sent to the Lord Chancellor. 


ATTENDANCES OF Mempers or Covuncit. 


Mr. Forp moved “ That a copy of the record of attendances (for the 
current year) of members of the Council, at Council and committee 
meetings, be sent annually to every member of the society, such copy to 
accompany the notice calling the annual general meeting.’’ He said he 
believed the practice was that any member of the society could see the 
books ia the secretary's office, but he need hardly point out that the 
members really had not time to be searching the books to see whether the 
members of the Council had been constant in attendance or otherwise. 
This was so small a suggestion that he was sure the Council would 
readily adopt it so that instead of the members being put to the trouble of 
making this troublesome investigation through a number of books, a junior 
clerk might be set to make the extracts so that the list might be sent to 
every member. 

Mr. GrantuamM Dopp (London) seconded the motion, observing that it 
was only reasonable that the members should know to what exteat they 
were indebted to the various members of the Council for their attendance 
at committees and so on. At present the members were perfectly ignorant 
of the facts. 

The Prestpent: Before the meeting proceeds to vote upon the motion 
I should like to mention that not only do the bye-laws prescribe that a 
list of the Council showing how many times each member attended at 
Council meetings and committees should be open to inspection, but also 
that it has been the practice for the last eleven years with only one excep- 
tion to publish that liet in the law newspapers. And we propose to follow 
that practice before the annual meeting. 

Mr. Forp said that if the members of the society could rely upon that 
practice being followed and that the list should be sent to all the law 
papers he would wish to withdraw the motion. 

The motion was accordingly withdrawn. 


Mortons 1n CHANcery. 


Mr. Forn moved, ‘‘ That the interests ‘of suitors, and the due adminis- 
tration of justice require that motions in the courtsof the Chancery 
Division ought to be set down ina list, and taken in the order in which 
they appear in such list, no precedence being given to leaders of the bar.’’ 
He observed that this was no new matter. On two former occasions 
during the last thirty years he had brought forward a similar motion, and 
on each occasion the society had unanimously adopted the motion. Un- 
fortunately the influence of the society asa public body was not as great 
as one could wish, and the result was that although he had no doubt the 
Council did all it could to support the society’s resolutions, nothing so far 
had come of the matter. In 1892 he had asked the then president what 
action had been taken with regard to a resolution he had brought forward 
on the subject in 1884, and which had been carried unanimously. It 
was to the effect that the interests of suitors and the convenience of the 
profession required that the practice in the other divisions, of setting 
down motions and taking them in the order in which they etood in the 
list, should be extended to the Chancery Division. No doubt everyone 
knew that this was the practice which obtained in the Admiralty 
Division, and it was found to be most useful and to be largely in 
the interests of suitors and their representatives in the solicitor 
branch of the profession. But that was not all. He was glad to know 
that the late Bar Committee had had the matter before them, and in the 
report of the Bar Committee dated 1893 the practice was set out which 
still obtains, not only in the Admiralty Division but also in the Palatine 
Court of Lancaster. In the Palatine Court a list was made out. At the 
sittings of the court the registrar asked if anyone desired to move ex 
parle, and the ex parte motions were disposed of. The list was called, and 
unopposed motions were taken. Then the listwas gone through accord- 
ing to the order in which cases were cet down. The present practice in 
the Chancery Division existed solely in the interest of the inner bar, and 
it was most prejudicial to those who represented country professional 
clients. They were sick and tired of coming up to motions. Because a 
leader had got his pockets full of motions, some of the most trumpery 
kind, they could not get their motion heard. It was no exaggeration to 
eay that months went past, certainly a month or more, before a motion, 
possibly of much consequence, could be brought up. The present prac- 
tice compelled suitors to brief two counsel—they must have a leader. He 
appealed to the meeting to endorse the expression of former meetings, 





that there ought to be a system of lists of motions as in the Palatine and 
Admiralty Courts. 

Mr. Hasetpinz Jonzs ye seconded the motion. 

The Presipent: I t the Council are quite in agreement on this 
subject. The resolution in 1884 was forwarded to the Lord Chan: 
cellor, and we got a reply that it would be brought before the Rule Com: 
mittee. It has also been considered on other occasions in connection with 
reforms in procedure generally, but there is a difficulty in arri 
desired end owing to the interest of the inner bar being aff . And 
when we conferred with the bar they thought that the matter had better 
wait until the Government — some extra judges. 
answer wegot. I do not quite see the meaning of it. 

Mr. Armrrace gave his of a cave in his practice some years 
ago. He hada motion where juniors were 


months to bring it on. He attended on twelve days and won the motion, 


and on taxation he was allowed 63. 84. for each attendance. Of course 
the mora! was ‘‘ brief your leader.’’ In this case he was the "8 
solicitor, and could not brief a leader. It was a small matter wasin 
question. 

The Vices-Prestpent (Mr. C. B. Mancetrs, Huntingdon) ht ita 


most important thing that the meeting should carry the resolution. It 
seemed to him highly desirable that the hauds of the Council should be 
strengthened by a resolution of-a meeting in support of this 
reform. If the motion was rejected it would be assumed it was not 
a desirable motion. But it was a most desirable motion, and one of which 
the Council were very much in favour. There was no doubt that the 
—- system wasa great abure, and he was entirely in accord with Mr. 

ord, and hoped the meeting would support him. 

The motion was carried unanimously. 


Szats on THe Covuncit. 


Mr Forpv moved the following resvlution, of which he had given 
notice: ‘' This meeting is of opinion that the members of the Council 
going out of office every shall decide between themselves as to which 
three of them shall not eligible for re-election fora period of one 
year; and in the event of non-compliance of such condition, the selection 
shall be made by the Council, and the result in either case shall-be com- 
municated to the members of the society, and the Council is hereby 
directed to amend the bye-laws accordingly.’’ He said this was a very 
delicate matter. 

The Presipent: It is not a new one, Mr. Ford. 

Mr. Forp said that really after the courtesy which the President had 
displayed in dealing with the vious resolution, and the encouraging 
remarks of the Vice-President, he felt some little difficulty in bringing 
this resolution forward. Here again, his friend in one seuse, Mr. Keen, 
would agree with him to this extent, that it was not a new proposal. It 
had been made in this hall before, and he thought on one occasion if it 
was not passed—— 

The Secretary: No. 

Mr. Forp said that at any rate there was a great division of opinion 
with regard to it. It was an easy thing for anyone elected on the 
Council to say, ‘* Now, I shall not bother my headany more. Iam elected 
for the period of my natural life. I have worked very hard in the pro- 
fession, and this is a distinction I have earned long ago; I am going to 
take it easy.’’ It should be remembered that new brooms sweep clean, 
anda little new blood was an excellent thing. Since one of the gentlemen 
who used to be a severe critic—(indicating Mr. Munton]—had been elected 
on the Council, and thereby new blood had been introduced, —* 
gone on much better. He (Mr. Ford) urged that this progressive 
should be developed. There were some members who had been on the 
Council a very long time, and probably they would like to —* a vaca- 
tion. He felt that he would like to leave thé matter with Council. 
It was a very delicate question and he hardly liked to take a vote with 


regard to it. He would prefer to leave it to the Council whether they 
could not bring up some on their own initiative. It might be that 
some of the members of the Council were 1 for a proposal of this 


spictt be ‘weak leove i, ———————— 
spirit he would leave it, and he wou » 

here would not be the slightest difficulty in their agreeing on the 
matter. . 

The Prestpent: As you bave referred to the previous motion, you may 
like to know what appears on the official minutes. It is true that in 1881 
Mr. Dalton T. Miller moved and Mr. J. R. MacArthur seconded : **‘ That 
bye-law 27 be altered by ineerting at the end the following words:in 
italics, ‘and the five of such ten who have been longest in office shall not 
be eligible for re-election for twelve months.’” The motion was 
— by a large majority, only a few members voting in favour 
of it 


Mr. Forp eaid that could be explained by the fact that the Council were 
against it and that there was a attendance of the members of the 
club who voted against it. They did not like the innovation. 

The Presrpent: I may also mention that there is a very t deal of 
work done by members of the Council apart from meetings of the Council 
and of committees. Matters constantly arise in the course of the year 
where heavy documents and are concerned, and a great deal of 
work is done outside the committees and the Council meetings. And 
further, some of the most able members give us most valuable assistance 


although they may not be with us on e occasion. 
Mr. Forp: After that etatement T think I ought to withdraw the 


motion. 
The Presipsnt: We think that if the motion were carried into effect 


it would be of great benefit’ to the members of the Council. 





I think that 
a rest such as proposed would becharming. But we think it would not be 
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beneficial to the ome fF He then put it to the meeting whether Mr. 
Ford should be allo to withdraw the motion, but the decision wa; in 


the —. 

Mr. Mazvitt Gassn (Worthing) seconded the motion pro forma, because, 
he eaid, he agreed entirely with its object, though not with the form in 
which it was put. The motion would have the effect that the three 
members of the Council who were not to be re-elected would practically 
be selected by ballot. The Council in all probability would not say 

themselves that so-and-so of their friends sitting next to them 
once a week all through the year should be left out, so it would fall into 
a practice of selection by ballot. It was, at all events, an invidious and 

le task to cast upon fifty gentlemen the duty of saying that 
three out of their number were not wanted any more. It should be ieft 
to the rociety at large and not to the Gouncil or any individual members 
to say whom they wanted re-elected. The motion that was propo:ed 
some ten years #60 fell into the same error, providing, as it did, that the 
five raced wm who had served longest should be excluded. What he 
should like to see carried would be that of the ten members going out of 
office by rotation only seven who had served in the next preceding year 
should be re-elected. Then the whole ten could be candidates and the 
three who ed to be at the bottom of the ten would not be elected 
but the three next outsiders would come in. It would not, in his opinion, 
make the Council one whit better. He did rot care one iota 
for what Mr. Ford had said, that there were members who were 
lazy and said when they got elected, ‘‘ We are here for life, let us 
be comfortable here for life.’ There was no more hardworking com. 
mittee on any public body in the ——— Forp: Hear, hear.)— 
than the Council of this institution. He had been on the committee of 
the society a little time and spoke from knowledge. He did not in the 
least expect that the —— would improve the Council. But what 
would result would bs that instead of having so many past presidents 
there would be a smaller number. The society would lose the benefit of 
their experience, and wou!d lose something in so doing; but they would 
get a larger number of younger men, who would, as had been saiJ, 


would be that the profession at large all over the country who did not 
kpow the Counci) as well as those did who attended these meetings 
such knowledge and there would be greater confidence in the 
th at the profession at large if it were not necessarily a 
position for life. It would, of course, happen that after a year a good 
man who had fallen out would come on to the Council again. There 
would be to prevent him. But it would also happen that those 
who fell out id not be the most active and generally popular in the 
, and some of them would not come in again, and a very real 
t would be effected in the view that would be taken of the Council 
at large. He had seconded the motion pro forma because he quite under- 
stood it was not going to be carried, because he did not think the form in 
which it was put a satisfactory way of carrying out the object desired, but 
he thougat that object an exceedingly good one. 

; —53 Kzex thought it would be most miscnievous to passa 
resolution of = De : e — moa" a — of the Council for 
twenty years, e the privilege of taking pari in many measures 
had been brought forward, some of which were carried into effect, 
whilst the Council were still endeavouring to get others put into practice. 
was that given a man anxious to do something, and who 
at a particular eubject, it was not to be supposed for a 
moment that he could carry the thing through in three years. It required 
just about three years before there was a chance of getting the authorities 
to listen, and it was more likely to be five years or even eight years before 
such things were brought about as getting the president upon the Rule 
Committee or the call to the bar after three years’ probation—that took 
eeven years. If it wasp to take away a man who was anxiou:; to 
work on committees after his third year it would be getting rid of him just 
at the time when probably he was most useful to the society. All the 
societies which bad a similar rule in existence had bitterly repented, 
and, with the 28 of the Bank of England, they had all done away 

been very sorry they ever got it, because how could a 
man take up continuous work wit such a rule? It required five, six, or 
seven years to master the subject, and if a man was to be taken away for 
a year when he was working very hard he naturally would not take the 

interest in his work. He did not s from any selfish motive, 

of passing a resolution 
£0 as to take away a member of the Council who had been working hard at 
: —— ee he th iL 

. Forp ex a hope that the meeting would allow him to 
hdraw the motion, but “ 

The Puasipsnt said it was too late, the meeting having already decided 
that the motion should not be withdrawn. 

—2 motion was then put and negatived, there being not a single vote in 

your. 

On the motion of Mr. Forv, seconded by Mr. F. T. Woornzar (London) 

vote of thanks was accorded to the president for his conduct in the 
chair, Mr. Woolbert observing that the motion ought also to include the 
tharks of the members to the Council for the Scale Digest, which had been 


promised by the president. 
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LAW FIRE INSURANCE SOCIETY. 


The Fifty-Second Annual General Meeting of the shareholders of the Law 
Fire Insurance Society was held at the Society’s House, Chancery-lane, on 
Tuesday, Sir Kicnanp Nicnotson taking the chair. 

The report stated that the directors had much pleasure in calling attention 
to the fact that-the accounts showed a balance of £46,660 17s. 9d,, after 





payment of the sum of £12,500 as an interim dividend in November last. 
The total amount insured was estimated as 125$ millions. The claims for 
losses paid in the past year amounted to £63,887 17s. 9d., showing a decrease 
of £510 as compired with 1896. The year, however, closed with a large 
amount of estimated outstanding claims, arising principally from the exce 
tionally large fire on the Goldsmiths’ Company's extensive property in 
Cripplegate and Jewin-street, the claims in respect of which had been satis- 
factori'y adjusted. The —* of losses paid to the amount of premium 
income was 43 per cent. ; the expenses of management were 15 per cent, 
and the commission 13 per cent. The shareholders were tly indebted to 
the numerous azents of the society in the provinces, as all os the motropolis, 
for their continued exertions on behalf ot the office, and the directors were 
glad to be able to state that the members of the staff at the head office had 
given general satisfaction by their zeal and assiduity. 

Mr. G. W. Bet (Secretary) having read the notice convening the meeting, 

The CuAIRMAN moved the adoption of the report. He said he thought 
he might congratulate the meeting upon another prosperous year, in spits of 
circumstances in the shape of abnormally large fires which might have 
brought about a very different result. The report showed that the balance 
at the disposal of the meeting was £46,660 17s. 9J., after payment of 
£12,500 as an interim dividend. That was the first payment of that kind 
which the directors had had the pleasure of making. The balance on the 
accounts for 1896 was £54,901, and that after payment of the Jubilee dividend 
and the Jubilee bonus, amounting to £50,000. The balance for 1897 was 
arrived at after payment of the dividend for 1896, £43,750, and the interim 
dividend of £12,500, making together £56,250. The difference between the 
balance in the 1896 account and that in the accouut for 1897, £46,660 17s. 91., 
was £8,240 3s. 11d., but then there had been paid the dividend for 1896 and 
the interim dividend for 1897, so that £6,250 more was brought into the 
account than in 1896. The actual difference of these figures was £1,990. 
Tho premium income remained somewha: in a stationary condition. It was 
true that there was a small increase, but not sufficient to call for observation. 
He could have desired that it had been more. That the iocrease was a small 
one might no doubt be attributed to the fact that the directors had been 
endeavouring to be extremely careful in the selection of risks, avoiding those 
which on the face appeared to be more than usually hazardous. The total 
sum insured had increased by about £250,000. The claims for losses 
showed a decrease, a small one of £510, in 1897, as compared with 
1896, and this in the face of the fact that like most of the London 
offices, this office had to pay to a considerab!e extent for the 5*8 
fire and for that at Maple & Co.’s depository at Camden Town. th of 
these fires were of very considerable extent. The Cripplegate fire 
happened on the 17th November, and he believed that it exceeded 
anything that had occurred since the Great Fire of London. The statistics 
were somewhat interesting. The fire devoured property covering some two- 
and-a-half acres of land. It raged in a terrific way for something like four 
hours on!y, but in that time did all its work. It required all the efforts of 
fifty of the most powerful engines of the Fire — and the services of 288 
or 290 officers and men, end an expenditare of something like 15,000,000 
gallons or 67,000 tons of water before it was subdued. It destroyed fifty-four 
houses, seriously damaged 115, and burned out nineteen, making a total of 
188. The actual loss had been, he believed, carefully estimated at something 
ranging between a million-and-a-quarter and a million-and-a-half sterling, 
and of this something like £558,000 was distributed amongst the principal 
offices of London. Happily the fire spared the church in which Milton was 
buried, and in which Oliver Cromwell was married. The fire at Maple's 
Depository was also a very serious one, notwithstanding the fact that the 
buildings were described, more euphoniously than truthfully, as fireproof. 
They knew that an inquest was held in connection with the fire in the City. 
He believed that it had been long felt, on the part of iosurance offices at 
least, that it was desirable that some inquiry of this sort should be instituted 
into the origin of fires. But when they recognised the fact that the fires in 
London last year amounted to 3,500, he thought the problem became rather 
difficult. He did not quite see how inquiry was very readily to be made into 
so large a number of fires yearly. Returning to the report, the },roportion of 
losses to premium income in 1897 stood at 43 per cent., as compared 
with 434 in 1896. The commission stood at 15 per cent. for each 
year, and he might here refer to thé fact that a very experienced 
fire assurance manager had stated as the result of his many years’ dealing 
with fire affairs, that an office might be considered in a satisfactory 

ition if its losses fell short of 50 p-r cent. In this conne:tion he had 
before him a newspaper cutting dealing with the affairs of an office in a very 
satisfactory ition in London, and there they congratulated themselves 
that the fire losses did not exceed 49 per cent. Those of the Law Fire were 
43 per cent. They also congratulated themselves on the fact that the 
expenses were 35 per cent. of the premium income. Those of the Law Fire 
were 28 per cent. Turning to the receipts and payments account, the receipts 
brought forward in 1897 were £2,096 0s. 10d. hss than in 1896. The 
premiums were about the same, there was a slight increase. He had already 
called attention to the small diminution of fire losses. The charges for com- 
missions, stamps, income tax, were practically the same, but expenses of 
management showed an increase of £542. Still these expenses bore the same 
ratio as before, 15 per cent. to the premiums. Before referring to the balance- 
sheet he ought perhaps to mention the notice at the foot of the receipts and 
disbursements account, which called attention to the fact that the out- 
standing claims on the 31st December, 1897, were estimated at £31,260. 
That was the largest figure to that account which had ever appeared upon 
any one of the society’s reports. But they would be glad to know that it 
was very rapidly disposed of by the fact that it had ran off. It had been 





dealt with on the accounts they had before them, and the dividend had been 
fixed, as the directors were required to fix it, in accordance with the 
terms of the society’s deed and settlement—that it should be made with 
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reference to the state of the society’s affairs for the time being. Coming to the 


balance-sheet, he observed that the reserve fund stood at the same sum as it | the 


did in 1896, namely £145,000. He personally should be very glad indeed 
to see that reserve fund considerably increased, because while they were pros- 
it was their duty to make some provision for a possible rainy day, and 
insurers nowadays looked for absolute security on the part of offices with which 
they effected their insurances. That absolute security could only result from 
two causes, first from the unpaid-vp capital, with to which the office 
stood pre-eminently safe, and secondly, that the oꝛ could present a very 
large reserve fund,as a sort of bulwark against any possible call, to 
meet a state of things such as the society for fifty years had not 
been called upon to mect. On the Sate han tee tee 
be observed. k stock was less by £16,613 than in 1 Holborn 
Viaduct debentures had been paid off to the extent of £10,171, 
mortgages were less by £1,705, the amount dué from agents was £35 
less, and the cash in d £4,648 less. But as i this we have a 
Ver tiie item of £30,000 on the deposit account, The whole difference 
of the total in these figures was £8,167, and that had been absorbed by the 
interim dividend, £12,500. But for this the total assets would have been 
£330,504 as against £326,171. The society had been enjoying during 1897 
as during the whole of its career, a very exceptional success, but he would 
remind the shareholders, as they had always been reminded on occasions of 


this sort, that insurance business to-day was conducted on altogether | their 


different circumstances from what it was fifty years agc. There was 
in the first place very fierce competition, not always conducted 
on the most amiable lines, to meet. It was necessary to exerc'se extreme 
caution atout this competition. And there was also a serious increase in the 
number of fires. In the 10 years ending in 1877 the number of fires in 
London was 1,533 ; in the 10 years ending in 1887 it was 2,363; and in the 
10 years ending in 1897 it was 3,500, and many of the fires last year were of 
a very serious character. Then, again, the causes of fire had grown very 
much. Fire offices had to deal with the reckless use of lucifer matches, 
fusees, and so on, and with mineral oils and new inventions for lighting which 
were more or less dangerous, and they had also the moral danger necessarily 
Pacey bane the facility with which it was possible to effect insurances. 
He had the pleasurable duty to announce as the result of the year’s working 
that the directors felt at liberty to declare a dividend of 17s. 6d. per share, 
equal to 35 per cent. on the paid up — and equal to the dividend which 
had been paid for several years past. That incladed the 10 per cent. already 
paid. It left also in the society’s coffers £31,250 still to be divided among 
the shareholders. This would leave the society with a handsome balance, 
a good deal of which he hoped would go to increase the reserve fund. But 
if they were to continue in their course of prosperity the Board must look to 
their supporters to help them. Everyone of the shareholders could — 
some amount of business, and he thought that if everyone would ex 
himself a little more he could bring new business, The directors did what 
they could in that direction, and they were fairly successful, but beyond that 
they did what they could to bring a result such as it had been his pleasure 
to announce to that meeting. It only remained for him to discharge a very 
pleasant duty, namely, on behalf of his brother directors and himself, to 
thank Mr. Bell personally for the very valuable assistance he had given 
them throughout the year’s operations. But for Mr. Bell’s very cautious 
and careful way of accepting and advising risks, the accounts might have 
been very different from what they were. The directors were also indebted 
to the staff for their generous support and co-operation, and also to the 

mts. The Board hoped that the shareholders would be satisfied with the 
dividend they were able to declare, and that it would be satisfactory to them 
to know that that dividend had been declared with reference to the condition 
of affairs at the time at which they arrived at it. He would be glad to answer 
any questions which any shareholder might desire to ask. 


Lord Hosnovuse seconded the motion, The only item about which it 
occurred to him to make any remark, was the entirely new item on the dis- 
bursement side, the interim dividend in November, 1897, of £12,500. He 
hoped it would be a lar item in fature. He remembered when it was 

roposed reminding the shareholders that the ups and downs incident to fire 

usiness were such, that although the directors might take power to declare 
an interim dividend, it by no means followed that they would do so. And 
just as the Board were considering it they were face to face with that 
tremendous disaster, the Cripplegate fire. But looking all round they found 
the society in so stable aa prosperous a position, that there was no reason 
why they should not count upon the annual dividend being no less than 
they were now accustomed to, and why they should not pay out of the assets in 
hand a portion as interim dividend. He had great hopes that this would 
be a regalar practice, and that the affairs of the society would always admit 
of paying an int-rim dividend in the month of November. There was no 
reason to believe that it would not be a regular thing. 

Mr. Davin Pitrcatrn observed that at the bottom of the balance-sheet there 
was a note, ‘‘The claims for fire losses outstanding on the 31st December, 
1897, were estimated at £31,260," He assumed that that was included in 
the £63,000. 

The CHarRMAN said that was not included in the £63,000, but, as he had 
explained, that had been practically met. It had run off, 

Mr. W. Metmotn Watrers, a director, said that the society had now in 
the debit £9,700, instead of £3,000. 

Mr. Humpury asked what was the amount of the society’s loss by the 
Crippl te fire ? 

@ CHAIRMAN said there was no »bjection to state it. The office had 
borne its burden cheerfully. It amounted to about £20,000. 
and accounts were adopted; and 

The CHarrMAN declared a dividend of 17s. 6d. per share, 5s. of which 

ha been paid, leaving 12s. 6d. to be paid. 


On the motion of Mr. R. C. Grosvenor, seconded by Mr. J. M. Capon, 

i Os ee ea 

Sir Wi James Farrer, Mr. William Dawes Freshfield, Mr. William 
Alexander Tooke Hallowes, Lord pe on Reed sae Johnson, 
Mr. Harry Wilmot Lee, Sir Richard’ N Mr. 

George Ernest Steward and ugh 


vote of 
acknowledged the compliment, and the preceedings terminated. 


SOLICITORS’ MANAGING CLERKS’ ASSOCIATION. 
Mr. Herbert Reed, Q.C., delivered, on Tuesday last, the tenth and con- 
lecture of the present sries in the Gray’s-inn Lecture Room, which 
the subject being “ The 


as it was by so disti “ Lotcindies lehee ¢ t the 
chair, that in him the cause of education had no warmer or more 
ardent supporter, the lectures had been an unqualified success, 


UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


April 25.—Mr. A. OC. F. Boulton moved “That this society condemns 
the foreign policy of the Government.” Mr. C. Kains-Jackson opposed, 
and the debate was continued by Messrs. J. R. Yates and Weigall. Mr. 
A. C. F. Boulton replied, and the motion was lost by five votes. This 
was the concluding meeting of the session. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
CALLS TO THE BAR, 


The following gentlemen were called to the bar on Wednesday : 

Lincon’s-inn.—Anthony De Freitas, B.A., Clare re, Camb. ; 
Behari Lal Merb, Edin. and Allahabad Univ.; William Victor Grey 
Willoughby; Devi D ; Noshirvan Burjojee Behramjee; Valentine 
Francis Taubman- BA., New Coll, € : 
Ktastgir, Calcutta Univ. ; Krishnaji Waman Bhat; Arthur Bray- 
brooke, M.A., Trinity Ooll., Oxford; Jayavant Dinanath 
Bombay Univ.; Miguel Francisco Ribeiro; Alfred Lindeay Densham 
Samuel Emanuel e; and ——— 

Inner Tempie.—Henry J B.A., ; Stuart 


Downs, B.A., Cam ; Dendy Marshall, B A. 
Gombeites « Geum * —3 B.A., Oxford ; Hichard Stanislaus 
Cro:bie Nolan, B.A, Dublin; Mark Stebbing, B.A., Oxford; 


John Hi Layton; Reginald any By James Finlay 
Setenen, 1.4. Oxford ; Kenneth Edimann B.A., Oxford ; 
Cruddas J ’ B.A., Oxford ; Frederick 'Assinder, 


E 


BA. Oxford ; ky wre —** and B.Sc., London ; 
Lionel Frank Christopher 7 

Mipoiz Tempie.— oyoo Thomas, A. University, 
Associate and Inglis King’ London; Baron Perey 


.A., Worcester 


Oxford, Prof. of Law Imperial —— — First Class 


E 


University ; William Laurence Joseph Byrne. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Indian Civil Service; Thomas ackson, B.A. B., London 
isdward Barber; and — 


Law Srupaxrs' Denaro Sociry. 5.—Chairman, Mr. Rupert 
Blegden.—The subject for debate was, "That this ia of opinion 
that’ the result ‘of the recent County’ Council Rlection io in the best 
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interests of London.”” Mr. ©. Herbert Smith opened in the affirmative ; 
Mr. Cornelius Wheeler opened in the negative. The following members 
also : Meserr. Archer White, A. W. Watson, Seager Berry, Hazel- 
dine Jones.. The motion was lost by four votes. 


A 19.—Chairman, Mr. J. 8. Wilkinson.—The subject for debate was 
the following moot point, ‘‘ Angelina recovers £500 damages from Edwin 
in an action for breach of promise of marriage. A year afterwards 
Angelina marries Edwin, the judgment debt being then unpaid; a month 
afterwards Edwin becomes bankrupt. Is Angelina entitled to prove in 
Edwin's bankruptcy (a) in competition with othor creditors; (6) at all?’’ 
Mr. C. A. Close opened in the affirmative; Mr. E. J. Close opened in the 
negative. The following members also spoke: Messrs. G. H. Daniell, 
A. W. Wateon, A. E. Clarke, G. G. Baily, Rupert Blagden, D. 8. 
Cornock, E. Melliar Smith, and EK J. Holloway. The motion was carried 
by seven votes. 

~ April 26.—Chairman, Mr. J. 8. Wilkinson.—The subject for debate 
was, ‘‘That this society dicapproves of the Criminal Law (Evidence) Bill, 
1898.” Mr. J. F. Walker opened in the affirmative ; Mr. F. J. Thompson 
— in the negative. The following members also spoke: Messrs. 

J. Clore, Rupert Blagden, Haseldine Jones, Archer White, A. W. Sells, 
Arthur E. Olarke, Archibald Hair. Mr. Walker having replied, the 
motion was lost by eight votes. 


May 3.—Chairman, Mr. Neville Tebbutt.—The subject for debate was, 
**That the case of Spooner v. Browning (1898, 1 Q. B. 528) was wrongly 
decided.’”” Mr. F. J. Berryman opened in the affirmative; Mr. A. W. 
Wateon seconded in the affirmative; Mr. Meliar Smith opened in the 
negative ; Mr. O. A. Anderson seconded in the negative. The following 
members aleo spoke: G. H. Daniels and G. G. Bailey. The motion was 
carried by two votes. 


Bremincuam Law Srvupents’ Socretry.—April 26.—Mr. Bertram G. 
Grimley, B.A., LL.B., barrister-at-law, delivered an interesting and 
instructive lecture on ‘‘ Company Debentures.’’ There was a very good 
attendance of members, and, at the conclusion of the lecture a very 
hearty vote of thanks was accorded Mr. Grimley, on the proposition of 
Mr. A. H. McBean (the hon. sec.), seconded by Mr. W. H. King (solicitor). 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Wynpuam Neave Stans, barrister, has been appointed Recorder 
of Bridgwater, in place of Sir Peter Edlin, Q.C., resigned. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vtions. 


Frep Vavowan and Lovis Henry Horney, solicitors (Vaughan & 
Hornby), Newport. The practice will be continued by Louis Henry 
Hornby for his own account. 


Joun Stanprinc, Eowarp Lyon Tayior, and Water Sranperno, soli- 
citors (Standring, Taylor, & Standring), Rochdals and Shaw. Nov. 14. 
The said Edward Lyon Taylor and Walter Standring will continue to 
practice under the said style or firm. . (Gazette, May 3. 


GENERAL. 


The death is announced of Mr. Camille Felix Desiré Caillard, who was 
for thirty-eight years judge of county courts circuit 52, from which he 
retired last year. 


The Attorney-General will entertain the law and ex-law officers of the 
Crown, the various officials connected with his department. and others, at 
dinner at Lincoln’s-inn, on Saturday, the 2lst inst., in celebration of Her 
Majesty’s birthday. 

Mr. Justice Lawrance, who, it is said, is an ardent golfer, tells (says the 
Pali Mali Gazette) the following story against himself. A boy recently 
appeared before him as a witnees, and on the learned judge asking him if 
he was acquainted with the nature of an oath, the youth promptly replied, 
**Of course I am ; ain't I your caddie ?’’ 

The following gentlemen have been selected as candidates for nomina- 
tion as representives of the Chancery Bar on the Bar Council at the 
ensuing election—viz.: Mr. Crackanthorpe, Q.C., Mr. Warmington, 
Q.C., Mr. Swinfen Eady, Q.C., Mr. Vernon Smith, Q C., Mr. Methold, 


Mr. Leigh Clare, M.P., Mr. Benn, and the Hon. Frank Ruseell. 


A meeting of solicitors was held in Dublin on Monday, says the Irish 
tof the Times, to protest against the Government axend- 


‘ments to the Solicitors (Ireland) Bill authorizing the employment of clerks 


to represent Government departments in magisterial courts. A resolution 
was adopted declaring that the meeting entirely disapproved of the 
amendment, considering it a direct invasion of the rights of the profes- 
sion, and calling upon Members of Parliament to oppose it strenuously. 


Those who by chance attended the proceedings ai the Court of Justice 
in Berlin on Wednesday, says the Daily News, had the pleasure of 
gratuitously hearing Professor Joachim play. A dealerin musical instru- 

’ ments was charged with cheating a customer by representing that a violin 
which he offered for sale at five shillings was an instrument that could 
be played. Professor Joachim was brought in as gn expert witness. He 





took the instrument, and under his magic fingers it really sounded like a 
violin. The maestro laid the instrument down with an evident air of 
contempt, but he declared it to be playable, and the accused was 
acquitted. ‘ 

Mr. Malcolm M‘Ilwraith, who has been appoiuted Sir John Scott's 
successor as legal adviser to the Khedive, says the Sc. James’s Gazette, 
studied the law not only in England, but at the Universities of Paris and 
Berlin. He is a licentiate of the Paris Faculty of the Law. He was called 
to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 1890, and practised as a barrister in London 
for seven years, his practice being mainly in connection with Continental 
and international questions of law, on which subjects he is regarded as an 
authority. Since 1890 he has been one of the counsel for the British 
claimants in the Delagoa Bay arbitration between the Governments of 
Great Britain, the United States,aud Portugal. For some months past he 
has been in the tervice of the Egyptian Government as a member of the 
State Legal Department. 


Ata meeting of the Queen’s Bench Judges, the following circuits were 
chosen by their lordships for the comivug Autumn Assizea —viz.: South- 
Eastern Circuit, Mr. Justice Hawkios; Midland Circuit, Mr. Justice 
Mathew ; Oxford Circuit, Mr. Justice Ridley, Mr. Justice Mathew and 
Mr. Justice Ridley joining each other at Birmingham; Western Circuit, 
Mr. Justice Kennedy ; North and South Wales Circuite, Mr. Justice Day ; 
North-Eastern Circuit, Mr. Justice Darling and Mr. Justice Chanuell, the 
former not joining the circuit until Leeds is reached; and Northern 
Circuit, Mr. Justice Bigham and Mr. Justice Phillimore. Prisoners only 
will be tried at these assizes, except at Manchester and Liverpool on the 
Northern Circuit, Leeds on the North-Eastern Circuit, Birmingham on 
the Midland Circuit, and either Swansea or Cardiff on the Welsh Circuit, 
at which places civil causes wi)l also be taken. 


In a case of Robinson v. Robinson, before the Probate, &c , Division, 
being an appeal under the Summary Jurisdiction (Married Women) Act, 
1895, from a refusal of certain justices to grant her a judicial separation 
and maintenance order against her husband on the ground of his per- 
sistent cruelty, counsel for the wife said that he was much hampered by 
the fact that the magistrates’ clerk had refused to give his client a copy 
of the depo-itions, and by the fact that apparently the magistrates them- 
selves had taken no note. In giving judgment, the President is reported 
by the Tim:s to have said: This case comes before us in a most unsatis- 
factory form, owing to the fact that we have not been supplied with ths 
proper materials for enabling us t> hear and determine this appeal. 
When this Act came into force we stated that the court should in these 
cases be furnished with proper notes of evidence, and with the j ustices’ 
reasons for determining the cases. This, I may eay, we have been sup- 
plied with in every case, and although this necessarily imposes a little 
extra trouble upon the justices and their clerks, I must remind them that 
the Legislature has under this Act given justices a very important juris- 
diction in matters of such vital moment that it has also felt it necessary 
to allow a full appeal to this court in both questions of law and fact. 
In this case we are told that the justices’ clerk has declined to supply a 
note of the evidence. I cannot believe, nay, I decline to believe, that 
any justices’ clerk has refused to supply this court with a note of evi- 
dence. Ican only regret that the note taken was of such little value that 
the justices’ clerk must have thought it would be of no assistance to this 
court. Mr. Justice Barnes added that in his opinion it is essential that 
the notes of evidence and the justices’ reasons for their decision should be 
taken down at the time, as an appeal lies to this court on both questions 
of fact and law. 








- COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Registrars 1n ATTENDANCE ON 








Date AppgaL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
4 No. 2. Norra. Stiguisa. 
Monday, May Mr. Godfrey Mr. Lavie Mr. Leach 
uesday ...... Rolt ’ Pugh Beal 
Wednesday Godfrey Lavie Leach 
—— Rolt Pugh 
— — Godfrey Lavie Leach 
—— — Rolt Pugh Beal 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Kecewiou. Romer. Bygse. 
Monday, May ...............9 Mr. Ward Mr. Farmer Mr. Carrington 
Tuesday Pemberton King Jackson 
Wednesday... Ward Farmer Carrington 
Thursday Pemberton King Jackson 
Friday Ward Farmer Carrington 
Saturday .... Pemberton King Jackson 


THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


May 9.—Mr. Grorar B. Smaurreice, at the Maat, at 2 p.m., the valuable Crown Lease 
of the Lowther Arcade, Nos, 437, 438, 439, and 440, West Strand, and Nos, 5 and 

6, Adelaide-street ; the gross rentals amount to £4,000; theswhole held under one 
lease, ground-rent of £1,270 per annum, divided into 25 amounts ; lease has nearly 

3i} years unexpired. Also a Leasehold Rental of £455 per annum, secured on the 

, Red House (formerly known as Thornton Lodge), comer of Thornton and Holland- 
streets, Campd hill, Kensington, held on lease expiring 1927. A Leasehold Rental 

of £475 per annum, increasing to £620 apnum, secured on Niddry Lodge, corner 

of Campd -hill-road and Holland-s , Kensington, —— 1927. Freehold 

Kenilworth 








-rent of £85 per annum, secured on 
Notting-bill, with reversion to the rack-rental in 1927. Solicitors, " 


P.H., St Ann’sroad, 








M 
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heards & Bird, Young-street, Kensington High-street; and Messrs. Shepheards, 
Fin: -circus. (See advertisement April 30, 4 3.) 

May 10.—Mesers. Desexnam, Tewson, Farmer, & Barpozwarer, at the Mart, at 22. 
Corner Freehold Premises in the City, comprisin g Property at the junction of - 
street with Little Love-lane, one of the finest positions in the Manchester Market, let 
on full repairing lease at a net rent of £500 perannum. Solicitors, Messrs, Tippetts 


& Son, London. (See advertisement, April 23, p. 4.) 
May 10—Messre. Rocers, Cuapman, & Tuomas, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Valuable 
Freehold and Leasehold Private Residences, Business Premises, and Building Land, 


situated at Herne Hill, Stockwell, Gunnersbury, Streatham, South Ken:ington, and 
Brentford, of the rental value of over £1,000 perannum. Solicitors, Messrs, Lewin 
& Co., Southampton-street, Strand, W.C. (See advertisement, April 30, * 8). 

May 12.—Messrs. Faresrotarr, Eviis, Eorrrox, Breacu, Gatswortuy, rE LO., at 2 
p.m., Exceedingly valuable Freehold West-end Business Premiees, possessing an area 
cf about 1,610 rquare feet, bui'ding of five floors, being No. 11, New Burliogton- 
street ; let on repairing lease for a term of 21 years from 25th March, 1893, at £50). 
Suliciturs, Messrs. Currie, Williams, & Williams, London. -A_ choice Professional 
Residence in the West-end, within a few doors of New Bond-street; let upon a 
repairing lease fora term of 14 years from 1895, at £350; stabling in rear, having 
accommo¢a'ion for five horses, with four living rooms, let for 21 years from 1898, at 
£100. Solicitors, Messrs. Currie, Williams, & Williams, . Freehold Invest- 
ments, comy rising numerous Business Premises, Shops, Dwelling-houses, Beer-houses 
extensive Laundry and Nursery, Ranges of Stabling, Contractors’ and Builders’ 
Yards; producing £523 164. r annum, chiefly from ( i Solicitors, 
Messrs. Currie, Wuliams, & Williams, London. (See advertisement, this week, p. 484, 
and April 23, p. 4.) — 

May 12.—Henuy Henpnixs, at 43, Waterloo-street, Birmingham, at 2.30, the Valuable 
Goodwill, and Old-established Connection, includin rad? Contracts, Patent 
Trade-Maik,: Patterns, &c, of the Gas, Water, and Electric Light *2*8* 
Wrought-Ircn Work Trades of Messrs. Winfields (Limited), in the centre of the Cit: 
of Birmingham ; together with the Fixcd Plant and Machinery. The Purchaser will 
have the opticn to take on lease for a term of 22} years, from March, 1898, at the 
rental of £650, the portions of the Cambridge-street Works; also the Metullic Bed- 
stead Trade of Wintields (Limited), Goodwill, C ction, Patt , and Fixed Plant 
and Machinery. Tbe Purchaser will have the option of taking on lease for a term of 
22} yeare, from March, 1£98, at a rent of £300 per annum, portions of the Cambridge- 
street Works; also the Stock-in-Trade. Solicitors, Messrs, Nicholson, Patterson, 
Freeland, and Messrs. Trinder, Capron, & Co., London ; Merurs. Ryland, Martineau, 
& Co., Bumingham. (See advertisement, April 30, p. 3.) 

May 13.—Mesers. Ppotnzsoz & Mornis, at the Mart, at 2, the Freehold Property 
known ss Ballard’e-lane Nursery, Finchley, let at £164; Six blocks of Freehold 
Building Land at Finchley, ripe for immediate development; Freehold Estate near 
Finchley Station, about 16 acres; Freehold Ground-rents of £300 per annum, 
secured on 16 acres of land. Solicitors, Messrs. Peake, Bird, Collins, & Peake, an 
Mecers. &tevens, Son, & Parkes, all of Lendon. (See advertisement, April 30, p. 3.) 


RESULT OF SALES, 


Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrietn’s Fortnightly Sale (No. 618) of Reversions, Life 
- Policies, &c , was emaller than usual, owing to some of the Lots being unavoidabiy post- 
poned for the present. 
The following were amongst the Interests So'd :— 


REVERSION : £ 
Absolute to Six Forty-Thirds of a Trust Estate of the 





a derenta 








estimated value of £19,162; lifeaged 61 ... Sold 1,200 
LIFE POLICIES: 
For £1,000, on Jife62 ... * ote ee oat ae - 615 
For £262 and £209; same life cee * a * * 275 
SHARES: 


“Graphic’”’ and *‘ Daily Graphic’? Newspapers; £10 
Shares (£7 paid) ... a * ois * — at 52 per Share. 
Messrs. C. C. & T. Moone on Thursday last: 137, Bow-road realized £700; 26 and 28, 
Caroline-street, Stepney, £220; 23, 25, and 28, Wellesley-street, Stepney, £525; a 
Villa Residence at Willesden, £555; a Freehold House at Peckham, ; thirteen 
Declling Houses and two Shops in Ber dsey, hold, £4,990. The result 

of the day’s sale was £7,550. 











Waknine To rntenpinc House Purcuassrs anp Lessees.—Bfore pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported Upon by an Expert from Messrs. Carter 
Bros., 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee quoted on receipt of full 
atticulars, (Es‘ablished 21 years.)--[Apvr. ] 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fuivay, April 29, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep mm Caancery. 
* Avoxa”’ Steamsuir Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required to send in particulars of such 
Claims or demands to George Macdonald Allan, 4, 8t Mary Axe 
Bawixa Estate Co, Limitep (in Voituntary Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or 
before June 1, to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to the Hon. Francis Henry Baring and the Right Hon. Jchn, Lord Revel- 
stoke, 8, Bishopsgate st Within. Norton & Co, 57$, Old Brvad st, solors to liquidators 
Crown Point Gotp Mise, Limirep—Creditors are required, oa or before June 13, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. E. T. 
bee — House, Copthall avenue. Birchalls, 85, Gracechurch st, solors for 
iquidator 
Groroe Grover & Soy, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or befure Wednesday, June 
8, to send theirrames and addresses, an’ particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur 
H+nry Gibson, 39, Waterloo st, Birmingham B H Sanders, solor for liquidator 
IxpuetTRiaL Acquisition AnD DeveLormueyt Co, Linrrzo—Petn for winding up, presented 
April 25, directed to be heard on Wednesday, May 11 Chas T Nicholls, 1, Lincoln’sinn 
fields, solor for petner Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later 
than 6 o’clock in the afte:noon of May 10 
Mei ROPOLITAN AND Parovixciat Stores, Liwrrgp—By an order made by Wright, J, dated 
April 20, it was ordered that the voluntary wiading up of the Stores be continued 
J Robbie Whamond, 3, Crown ct, Old Broad st, liquidator 
Rosser Cycie anp Venicte Baaxe Co, Limrrep—Credit are required, on or before 
ednesday, June 1, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
* be Cd claims, to Harry Read Smith, 23, College hill. Hands, Augel ct, solor forthe 
iqui r 
Wisr.ecp Cyciz Co, Linrzp—Creditors are required, 02 or before June 4, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Barrett 
Winnicott, Albert chmbrs, Albert st, Nottingham. J. T. Masser, tolor for the 


liquidator 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
by — yt Faissp Farexviy Society, Park End, Church st, Bocking, Braintree, Essex 





London Gasette.—Turspay, May 3. 
JOINT 8TOCK COMPANIES. 
Lintrep mm Cuancurr. 
F mm Say Exorsexaino Srypicats, Linrreo—Creditors are r. quired, on 
ns sae 34, to send thelr names and the of their debts 
i st. Wilson & Co, 1, Copthull 


a 
or to Charles George Morgan, 13, King William 
bidgs, so!ors to liquidator 
Butoxe Mixinc, Tramway, axp Ore Revuction Co. or Wasteew Austaatia, Lunrteo~ 
Cooditers are requized, on ot belose Ang 36, Ss Gent (hee mete ans resses, and the 
of their debts or claims, tc Newman Mayo Ogle, Worcester Hou:e 
‘albrook 


Coastine axp CoxtinexTAL Steamsmip Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
May 30, to send their and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, 


names 
to Wiliam N. Sawer, 4, New London st ; : 
H LS8ywspicare, Lourev —Petn for up, presented ap 27, directed to be hear] 
on Wednesday, May 11 Guilford E , 14, South sq, Gray’s ion, solor for petoers 
Se ans must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon 0! 10 
Joszrru M Soowenen & Co, Luurep—Creditors are required, on or before May 31, to 
— — — and particulars of their debts or cla.ms, to ‘A Moles 
e, 
Norraueacs Gas Ligur axp Coxe Co, Luntrap—Creditors are or 
June 18, to send their names and t of their debts or claims to George 
Frederick Mace, Fairhclme, Chippiag Norton Thos & A EB Mace, Chipping Norton, 


solors to liquidator 

Sypvey Crcce Co, Lamrrep (Iv Votuntary Liquroation)—Creditors are required, on or 
before June 6, to send th pamen age ebsesenen, on Oe of their debts or 
Seles So Er SCRE Oe eee alsall. » Walsall, solor to 

iquidator 

Wesr Ausrravian Masxet Trust, Linrrep—Petn for presented May 2, 
directed to be heard May 11. Spyer & Sons, 53, —— = chee for petner. 
Notice of appearing must reach the nt later than 6 o’clock in the after- 


noon of May 10 
West Austravian Market Tavust, Linrrep—Petn for winding up, presented April 29, 
directed 1 Ts 


to be heard May 11. 1, King’s Arms yd, e st, sol. 
Notice of capeuies must reach the above-named not ites hens o'clock in the 
afte:noon of May 10 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Tree oF — Lovee, Axcixxr Saeruervs, Bay Horse Hotel, Church st, Accrington , 
Lanes April 27 
“= — Bexxrir Society, Wesleyan Chapel, Chipping Norton, Oxford 
il 20 
— Frizxpty Bexerit Sociery, King’s Arms, Abbey st, Bethnal Green rd, E. 
il 27 


— Bauarir Society, Kidderminster, Worcester. April 27 
Wi sy Farxxpur Socixty, Schoolroom, Wilby, Wellingborough, Northampton. April 27 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette,—Faipay, April 15. 
Fcetcner, Grorce, Field Alvaston, Derby, Engineer May 16 Fletcher y Marsh, Siir- 
ling, J Stoneham & Sons, Fenchurch st 
Haut, Joux, Devon, Retired Farmer May 10 Fox & Co vy Eilis, Romcr, J Peter, 
Launceston 
London Gazette.—Turspay, April 19. 
Kersatt, Samcgt, Juha Dalton st, Manchester May 17 
Registrar, Manchester Watson, Mount st, Manchester 
London Gaszette.—Faivay, April 22. 
Ausrox, Epwarp, Preston, Lanes, Pawnbroker May 23 Alston v Alston, Registrar 
Preston Jukes, 


reston r 
Syxes, Mary, St Helens, Lancs May 25 Thornton v Vernon, Registrar, Liverpool 
Massey, St Helens . 


Goldsworthy v Kelsall, 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gaszette.—Faivay, April 22. 
Acvey, Avy, Shrewsbury May 14 Clarke & Son, Shrewsbury 
Asnworrts, Jauzs, 8t Anne’s on the Sea May 23 Marson, Mavchester 


Barcuay, Juvtawa Et’zasets, Westcott, nr Dorking, Surrey June 1 Wadeson & 


alleson, Devonshire 19, Bishopsgate 
Bretr, Joun, Belbroughton, Worcester, Farmer May 2i Hinds, Stourbridge 


Browse, Epwanrp, Liverpool, Corn Merchant May 20 Laces & Co, Liverpool 
Bayayt, Wiit14m Loxpoy, Bristol June1 Jacques & Co, Bristol 

Burcuen, W11.114M, Bristol, Cement Merchant May 31 John Miller & Son, Bristol 
Cuapmay, Witu1am, Gt Yarmouth April 30 Burten & Son, Gt Yarmouth 
Comproy, Mania, Fulham May 20 Lowndes, George st, Mansion Hous» 
Coaxyue ct, Cuarntes Wii.1am, Cornbill May 31 Wragg, Gt St Helen's 

Day, Henny, Edgbaston May9 Page & Flewker, Wolverhampton 

Dovenry, Avice Ciara, Kensington Macdonald & Malden, Sa'isbury 
Ecuiytnorrs, Tuomas, Scarborough June 6 Hollams & Co, Mincing la 

Frack, Saran, Nottingham May 28 Shepheards, Finsbury cres 

Frercurr, Roper, Pickering, York May23 EJ & A Peters, York 

Grayson, Witt1am, Winsford, Chester, Painter June19 Cooke, Winsford 

Haut, Caances, Leicester May 23 G Stevenson & Son, Leicester 

Hatimark, Many, Oxton, Birkenhead June4 Rodway & Co, Liverpool 

Hermann, Fayny, St Lawrence on Sea, Kent May 15 Spyer & Sons, New Broad st 
Hiasr, Juxia, Sheffield, Licensed Victualler May 31 Bennett, Sheffield 

Howat, Avexanper, Dalston June 10 Yarde & Loader, Raymond bldgs 

Homose, Wittiam, Derby May 31 Gadsby & Coxon, Derby 

Hurp, Wivuiam, Uctoxeter, Chemist June3 Hankinson & Meakin, Derby 
Jexxivs, Tuomas, Lianynider, nr Cr:itkhowell May 30 Jones, Cardiff 

—8* Epuunp Groner, City rd, Finsbury Junel Sweetland & Greenhill, Fea- 


st 
Kerx, Tsomas, Notting Hill Junei Slater, Finsbory pavement 





Ker, Eviza Catuenwwe,Clapham May 25 Clarke & Calkin, John st, Bedford row 





cor —— 
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Lauezat, Hexar, Carnagh, Wrexford, Ireland June 22 Surr & Co, Abchurch lane 
Loours, Joux, Islington May 31 Carpenter & Sons, Laurence Pountney lane 

Mixsrr, Watzns, Clyderd, Tottenham May 26 Vincent & Vincent, Budge row 
Mozoax, Wittiam Tuomas, Cardiff June 5 Homewood, Old Jewry chmbrs 

Nozuay, Joux Howzs, Great Yarmouth, Painter May 4 Burton & Son, Great Yar- 


Parrissox, Axx, Newcastle on Tyne June1 Maughan & Hall, Newcastle on Tyne 
Pasacock, Mania, Clyde rd, Tottenham May 26 Vincent & Vincent, Budge row 
Poors, Davin, Kingston, Jamaica, West Indies Juneé Minet & Co, King William st 
Paros, Many Ans, Cwncarn, Mon May 25 Edwards, Newport 
* Pavestiey, Sauvet Paxtox Wrxx, Criccieth, Carnarvon June3 Carter & Co, Bangor 
Rarttox, Hewny Jonx, Brighton June 30 King & Hughes, Maidstone 
Bicnaaps, Faxxy Susaxxan Hannizt, Derby May 25 Cooke, Derby 
Rosinsox, Ricuarp Heyny, Oxford st June1 Wilson & Co, Preston 
Rows, Joux, Falmouth May 30 Borlase & Co, Penzance 
Come, Exizaseru, Carleton, nr Pontefract, Yorks May 27 Claude & Co, 


Suzrranp, Suzavovere Frevenicx, Damasi, British Central Africa May 19 Maddisons, 
King’s Arms 
Suvurrieworrs, Cuaistoraer, Bolton May5 Russell, Bolton 


Brxsamix Coremay, Kingsland rd, Kingsland Mayi Romain, Bishopsgate 


Srursox, Exri.y Beipeemax, Bilton, nr Rugby May 18 Harris & Son, Rugby 
Wann, Taomas, Birmingham May3i Shore & King, Birmingham 
Wurrxuxao, Bexsauix, Partington, Chester Junel Ridgway, Warrington 
Wurrroux, Joux, Northampton June7 Serjeant & Son, Huntington 
Wiontos, Mary Axx, Hornsey May 19 Culross, Mincing In 
Vrurand, Many Ayn, Sandal Magna, York May 13 {Claude Leatham & Co, Wakefield 
Waionr, James, Gorton, nt Manchester May 23 Preston & Son, Manchester 
London Gazelte.—Tugspayr, April 26. 
Apamsox, Suatzs, Coatham, Redear May 21 Panch, Middlesborough 
Autex, Axw Oxiver, Nottingham Junel5 Watson & Co, Nottingham 
Anpsnssos, Witt1ax Henny, Bootle, nr Liverpool May 31 F J Leslie & Co, Liverpool 
Asriva.t, Joux, Stockport May 26 Redfern, Stockport 
Besca, Wi.114m, Balsall Heath, Worcester May 10 Arnold & Sons, Birmingham 
Baipox, Herey, Slough, Bucks June 1 Dean, Slough 
Bvraows, Joux Exxis, Southport June 1 Wooler & Co, Leeds 
Caanrags, Nicuoias, New Beckenham, Kent Junel Dalston & Co, Southampton st 








Crive, Witt1am, Scarborough May 26 Watts & Co, Scarborough 

Corrarp, Lawreyce, Brighton May 26 Harker, Brighton 

Corxes, Samuvet, Kirkdale June1 Horrocks & Co, Liverpool 

Curtis, The Rev Jouy, Bexley Heath, Kent June 30 Cooper & Norgate, Eu Dereham 
Evpsx, Epwix Auuisox, Edgbaston, Birmingham May18 Wragge & Co, Birmingham 
Fayer, Exvizaperu Axx, Hardwick, Gloucester May31 Champn2y & Long, Gloucester 
Haut, Gzorcr, Kepsington May 31 F J Leslie & Co, Liverpool 

Hanveny, Janet, Poulton le Fylde, Lancaster May 21 Gaulter, Fleetwooi 

Heap, Hagnizt, Panteg, Monmouth Junel0 L: Brasseur & Bowen, Pontypool 
ves, Snssee, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh Junel Chamberlain & Johnson, Lian- 


Howrenr, Taomas, Sidmouth, Devon June 30 Janson & Co, Finsbury circus 

Kzia1an, Mxarrcn Torosov, Southport, Merchant June7 Doyle, Manchester 

Lere, Cuartorrs, Ditcheat, Somerset June1 Meade-Kiag & Son, Bristol 

Lzox, Joszra, Hampstead May28 Martin, Basinghall st 

— — Avexanper McDonne.t, Netherleigh Strandtown, Belfast Junos WY 
Morraam, Jonx, Warwick June2i Handley & Co, Warwick 

Momroap, Wiii14m, Kidderminster, Licensed Victualler May 23 Crowther & Boniag, 


Poxuagp, Exiza, Brighton June 29 Vinall, Lewes 
Raurox, Ciavps, Lyons, France June 30 Harston, Bishopsgate st Withia 
— Gaesxway, Verulam bldgs, Gray’s inn May 31 Peters & Bolton, Guildhall 


Rocug, Maria, George st, Hanoversq June6é Baileys & Co, Berners st 


| Scno.erre.p, Correnitt, South Kensington May 31 Ellis & Co, Cullege hill 


Suaw, Arravr, Ecclesfield, York, Joiner May 24 Smith & Co, Sheffiell 
Suerrarp, Canouixe, Edgbaston, Birmingham May 3! Jagger, Birmingham 
Surrn, Joux, Rock, Worcester, Farmer May 20 Arnold & Son, Birmingham 
Surrn, Samvet, Weaverham, Chester June 3 Burton, Runcorn 

Suits, Wit114m, Huddersfiell, Wine Merchant May 381 Brook, Huddersfield 


— James Nesvs, Aldermanbory, Needle Mavufacturer June 21 Morris & Co, 


st House 
Wairrteip, Eowarp Trentivs, Strand, Postmaster May 26 Kays & Jones, Newian 


Wosrotk, James, Leeds, Chemist June13 Clarke & Co, Leeds 
Wrvarrt, Sir Witt1am Heney, Regent’s Park ri July 1 Hammond & Richards, Lin- 


coln’s inn fields 
Va — aes, Worthing May 16 — St C Bedford & George H Radcliffe, Chapter 
7 


Clerks’ Office, Westminster Ab 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


London Gasette.— Fnipvay, April 29. Ord Ap vil 26 


; Mancupayk, James, Carlisle, Baker Carlisle Pet April 26 , Brace, Rossrt, — May 6 at 11.30 24, Railway 


app, 
MILimors, "Tea. ree pee’ Coal Merchant New- Braynam, —— HEPHERD Leste, — Manager 
port Pet April 13 Ord’ April 25 


May 12at11 Off Rec, 22, 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 
A RD, 2 Pelsali, Staffs Wallsall Pet April 26 Monee, —— Foxton, Cambridge, Farmer Cambridge — Wituian, Leeds May 90) 9atll Off Reo, 22, 
Ord April 26 


Pet April 26 


Barnatcagt, Caar.es, Plymouth, Oil Merchant Plymouth | Pscx, Samvew, Goole, Yorks, Compositor Wakefield Pet | Baowy. James, Salford, Dyer May 6at 3 Off Rec, Byrom 
April 25 Ord April 25 25 ester 


April 13 Ord April 


Baremax, Wiv.iam, Camberwell, Stonemason High | Pirer, Atrrep Jauna, el ee Draper Cam- Bouutvaxt Ricuarp Arravur, 
Pet A Pp bridge Pet April 26 Ord April 26 
Bares, a ae Acle, Norfolk, Watchmaker | Power, Jacos, and comm Henry Herrorp, —_, cogs Geouse, Us Li 


pril 26 Ord April 26 
Boot Manufacturers 


, Leeds, Archi- 
May liati2 Off Leeds 
4 "He, 2%, Park 12 Of Rec, 


Pet April 23 


pril 27 
——— Ricuarp, Bradford Bolton Pet April 25 
* a —2 Coal Merchant Worcester 


— 4 oe Btowupland, oT Butcher Bury St 
Edmunds Pet sons 25 Ord April 25 


Brows, — Salford, Dyer Salford Pet April 27 Ord | 


Cruixsnayx, Wittiam Cnances, Norwich, Paper Hanger 
Norwich Pet April 20 Ord April 25 


Davizs, *— Pom oy Abertillery, Mon, Grocer Tre- | 
degar Pet 


26 Ord April 26 
— yor yh ——— Grocer Dorchester 
— oo on Al deena’ Reading, Professor of 
Music Pct A Ord April 23 
Ds japon, 5 E Gray's inn td High Cou Pet March 30 


Dour. yon Jauus Snore, Blackheath Greenwich | 
Pet 2 Ord April 27 
—> Pa, General Dealer Brad- 
April April 26 
Garvey Jost ares Derbys, Grocer siete Pet | 


Grosses, Cuaries — puiginte, Loot fost, Commission 


eville, Hunts | 


Goroox, —— 
— % O 
igh Court Pet 


Gatccs, Hexny —— Bread * 
March 14 Ord 


Pet April7 Ord A 
Tuomas, . Yorks, Hay Dealer | 
Pet April 27 Ord April 27 


Hic«s, Cnaries —— Ww ooville, Hants Ports- | 
mouth Pet A fa) 


rd April 25 
ae —— —— unction, nr Bolton Bolton Pet | 
acter, rian a . Drysalter Manchester | 

aS Ord Apal as April 25 
Jong mand Byres China Dealer Hereford | 


Kua a Aged Fase 8 Stapenbill, _ anton, ’ - crane 


on Trent Pet April 26 Ord April 26 
Kyorr, Wittiam, be, —2 Bootmaker | 
Lace eee —— 
Wi EORGE, . 
Pet April 6 Ord April 27 _— 


Lewis, Wit.1am, ' Leeds Pet April 26 | 


Lavixestoxz, W: Leicester, Clothier Leicester Pet 
Aveil 23° Ord April 29 = ” 


& Sox, wick, Sussex, Builders Brighton 


A 
— Josern Henry, and Jonx Samvet Hinton, Knight- 
rider 7 Dol Mantle —— High Court Pet April 


April 
—*— img Bricklayer Leeds Pet April 26 
Ord April 26 


Suernvnet, ALerep WVirraau — Stretford, Lancs, 
Flour Dealer Manchester April 25 Ord Aj oie 

| Surrs, Wittiam Atarar., Tost het ‘ord, Notts, 

| Lincoln Pet April26 Ord April 26 

Sressixa, a iff, Fish Merchant Cardiff Pet 

| April 27_ Ord April 27 

| STOLLERY, — * oe et 9 Victualler 

ae urrey Pet A 26 A 

Upton, Eowix, Pontardulais, 3 Boot 1 Swan- 
sea Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

Wa cpeas, Faancis Maxiurtian, Leeds, Fishing Tackle 
Manufacturer Leeds Pet April25 Ord indent 

| Watson, oases, and James ei z on 
Dyer Huddersfield Pet April 25 0 

| Wurre, Anruur, Leicester, Boot Manuf: 
Pet Aprilié Ord April 25 

| Warrros, CHARLES —— Nantwich, Commission Agent 

April 26 Ord 





Nantwich 26 
| Winker yee al = Insurance Agent Barn- 
staple Pi 0 il 25 


} | Woom BL, Wale en Dealer Walsall Pet 
April 26 Ord April 26 

| Waour, Lovis Ciement, Thornton Heath, Hotel Pre- 
prietor Croydon Pet April15 Ord April 15 

| Saumenmage, Wit, Bemerton st, Caledonian rd, Baker 
High Court Pet April 26 Ord April 26 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
Londor Gazette 


of A) 
| Rememaste, dng yr IM, Droylsden, Lance, Tailor Ashton 
} under L; Pet April 18 Ord April 18 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


| Asurorp, Fraxcis my, Bideford, Devons, Butcher 
May 17 at 11 fanders & Son, High st, Barnstabl 
| Asuwim, GrRaLp —— Clerk May 9 at 11.30 21, 


Railway ap ae 
| Bartow, Tom, Brierfie a Lanes, Clothier May6Gat3 Ex- 
Hotel, —3 

Baxenpa.e, 5— Sim, Droyleden, nes, Tailor May 6 
at 2.30 Ree, Byrom st, 

Beypow, — Moreax, Tlanidloee Tailor May 6 at 
12.30 1, High st, Newtown 

he Ricuarp, Bradford May 9 at 3 16, Wood st, 


| Bouroy, Ropeart, Worcester, ow Merchant May 7 at 
2 11.20 oss hy =~ A 
RADSHAW ILLTAM, Prersough, a , Engine 
| Tenter May 6at3 Off —— Trees 





Coon, Witttas Fiy Proprietor May 11 at 11 


Cnr, Gronox oe —— Yorks, Corn Miller 

6 ll 7 borough, 

Da.sy * By wm Ree, 74, New Leics May 9 at 14.30 
of Berridge st, Leicester 

Dez Lanogue, * Acton st, “Gray's ionrd May 6 at 2.30 

Franc, Gustav, —— Merchant May 6 at 1 Bank- 

Guepait, Tom, * Cabdriver May 6 at 4 Exchange 
Hotel, N; st, 

— —— scien dm Juvenile Milliner May 

1 
Staffs, Grocer es 6 at il 





coe * bf 
23, King Edward st, 

Houses Hexey Georce, Leamington, Hote 
May 6 at 11 Off Rec, 7 ‘ord st, Co 

a —* ——— May 6 at 3 50 Ex- 

— Jauxs, Roller Coverer May 7 at 11 
'o chmbrs, 

Hor: erie oe Bolton May 9 at 3.30 16, 

Huxrez, —— Leicester, Tailor May 6 at 8 Off Rec 

Joaxbox, Bionanb, Recast, China Dealer May 9 at 10 

Jorg Dav Davip, Aberdere,Glam May 9 at 2 65, High st, 


Lerca, —J Joux Farpgsic«, Burton on Trent, Hair- 
dresser May 6 at 11 Of 40, St Mary’s 
Latriewoop, Engan Ausert, Great Y¥: 
Dealer May 7 at 12.90 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Lier, Da Dantas — Glan, Glam, Builder May 6 at 12 
Mancusant, Shae, Cari —— baker Mt May 9ati Off Rec, 
Monn, Jone crm, South Shields May 9 at 11.30 Off Rec, 


Newcastle on Tyne 
Puriurs, — Horse dealer May 13 at 9.30 
Off Rec, 2), , Queen 


PowEtt, Tacos, po 5 es — Herronp, Leicester, Boot 
Manufacturers May 6 at 12.30 12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge 


st, Leicester 
Reratvack, WItitaM, — May 9at 2.30 Bank- 


SouTHALL, aan Evw eget Panes Be Epwix = Do 
Rec, 23, King award at, Macclesfield 
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May 73 1868. 


Jostan Nosmax, Yorks, Fancy Draper 
—— aes Be tens Bood te 
‘ALL, 


Swansea, Joiner May 10ati2 Off Reo, 
Watiace, CHARLES upe, East Molesey May 6 at 12 


24, Railway app, ge 
Wiis, Frese cx, Coltishall, oo Ironmonger 


May 7 ati2 Off Rec, 8, King st, N 
—— Louis Ciemext, Thornton Heath, Hotel Pro- 
May 6 at 12.30 24, Railway app, London 


Youxe, Toure, Thornton le Beans, Yorks May 16 at 11.30 
Court house, Northallerton 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of $ 
Cavzaty, am Strand May3atii Bankruptcy bidgs, 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Anyone, Riis y oe. Staffs, Miner Walsall Pet 
Ord April 26 


— u ani as, Plymouth, a Merchant Ply- 
Pet A April 25 Ord April 
Batemax, Wittiam, Camberwell, High 
Court Pet A ‘April 26 a 
Baxexpare, Captain 8m, Droylsden, Lanes, Tailor 
Ashton under Lyne Pet April 18 s. Ord Ape ft 
= — Ricuanp, Bradford April 23 
25 
Boas, ae ot teats Coal Merchant Worcester 
A 25 
Bortixa, , +e, 8to — Suffolk, Butcher Bury 
St Edmunds Pet April 25 Ord April 25 
—— Hexpenrt —— Chatham High Court Pet 
arch 4 Ord 1 26 


Coiuixs, Thomas Ber, Pentonville rd, Wal Fey 
Merchant a my Pet + ‘Ord April 25 
Coorgr, Faanxx, a, Corn Merchant Barnet 
Pet 22 Ord April 23 

Crurxsnarx, Wii.iam Caarces, ot Paperhanger 
Norwich Pet April 19. Ord April 25 

Davizs, re Tromas, i peery 4 Mon, Grocer Trede- 
gar Pet April 25 Ord April 26 

Dave Hewry, Cheselborne, Dorset, Grocer Dorchester 

April 26 Ord April 26 

Demat DW aBD eae Whitley, Reading, Professor of 
Mi Reading Pet April23 Ord April 23 

De’atu, Micuakt, Cricklewood High Court Pet March 


16 Ord April 25 
Dieut, Au7Rev James Saaw, Blackheath Greenwich Pet 


Ayril27 Ord Apnl 27 
Esrey, pease Jaye, Cardiff, Draper Cardiff Pet April 


19 25 

— Dy Tiguan Cardiff, India Rubber Merchant Car- 
diff Pet March 21 Ord April 26 

Featnen, aes Shipley, Rye General Dealer Brad- 


ford Pet April 26 Ord on 
—— Josern, ae a rby, Grocer Derby Pet 


26 Ord A 
Groner, « HARLES aes B Leeds, Commission 


riggate, . 
is Til 26 Ord April 26 
os ~~ yD, Limehouse, Ss 
Ord 1 25 


, uilder High Court Pet March 
— Jou« Hesry, Peterbo h, Publican Peter- 
bor Pet Aprilz7 OrdA 


“7 
Gairritas, Sarau, Millom, — land, Grocer White- 
haven Pet April22 Ord April 26 
— eas, Rotherham, Yor York, Hay Dealer Shef- 


field April 27 as 

Hicks, Roe. CLEMENTS, terlooville, Hants Ports- 
mouth fet Ord April 25 

Horn, Jaucs, Lostock joe nmr Bolton Bo‘ton Pet 
April 25 Ord April 26 

Jacxéox, Witiiam, Manchester, Drysalter Manchester 
Pet A 25 ie 2% 

ag Yl , Grocer Oarci? Pet March 29 

Joaksos, —— vee ory China Dealer Hereford 
Pet Apil256 Gid A 

Kixa, Freveaicx — Stapenhill, Derb: 
Burton on t ril 24 Ord Ap.il 26 

Kyorr, —55 Croweom Bomerset, Bootmaker 
Taunton April 27 Ord April 27 

lov, 5 Armley, Leeds Leeds Pet April 26 

Livisestor Leicester 
Pet Apil 23 Ord ‘Apel a0 

ae = pet) a Glam, Builder Neath Pet Apri 

Mancnosse, sane, Carlisle, Baker Carlisle Pet April 

7 bs, Farmer Cambridge Pet 


Powerit, Jacob, and Jonx Hexzy Herrosp, Leicester, 
Boot Manufacturers Leicester Pet April 23 Ord 


il 28 
Puce, Jun, —J—— — , Fishmonger High Court 
— Wass, Bayswater High Court Pet April 
eer y —_ Le-ds, Bricklayer Leeds Pet Aprif 26 


Suxruvnst, , +e Wititam Srermex, Stretford, 
—— Dea Manchester Pet April % 0 


pril 25 
Buin, Witttam Apert, East —* Notts, Grecer 
> — Pet Pirie, = April 26 
TEBBIXG, JaMEe Merchant Cardiff Pet 
April 27 Ord a7 


Tuouar, Hewny Powerit, High st, Ponder’ End, Draper 
Kumonton Pet Mare> 28 01a April 23 

Urton, Eowis Epwix, — Glam, Boot Maker Swansea 
— 


26 
Necvus, Janza, F 
April vurdé 


w Pet A J 25 * pril 25 
aLBRax, Francis * ae ¥ 
x AXIMILLIA® *, Late Pee Tackle 
Warts x, Cuanues, is oe "Basra, 
Wage, ARtnur, —— 
et April 16 Crd Age s8 


— 
staple Pet 


vp 
— cr, Barina, means Ope Barn- 





— 


Raopzes, Mary J Ma’ —— ANISLAS 
‘oszrn Marrusw 
* ——— High Court Pet 
March 11 Ord April 14 
London Gasette.—Tusspay, May 3, 
ORDERS. 


Faspsricxk Gsoncs, yew ye Leather 
Danvers Darin, Daily, Groce Abarth Pet 


Pet Ord April 29 

Gisss, ery rey pat Licensed Victualler 

Garcory, Le ot Cuasves, Merchant 
HighCourt Pet 29 Ord 

Hayavzst, —2 a pt... Carlisle, 
Potato Dealer Pet April 29 Ord April 29 

Jessop, Joaxru , R.. —y @ 2, Restaurant Proprietor 
Bradford wil 16 Ord April 29 

Joxzs, Daxret, A. -y? — — Ey Mon, 

Pet A 


lind "Doze Ori April 


30 
Manxsnatt, Ferpenicx Witt1am, Caistor, Lincs, Butcher 
7 Pet April 18 Ord April 29 
“4! oo J 


Grocers 
Jon Samus. ——— rtl 4 Teen 
Engine Driver Dorchester 


Nicsouis, Luswetys, Brmi 
Bi Pet April 15 Ges 4 


Noraixoctox, Tsomas, — — Builder 
Chelm-ford Pet Ord Ap 


Otpaivcr, Taomas atin Farmer 
Panne Pet Pet April 28 Ord April 13s aa 
abRisH, Isaac » Buil High Court 

March 12. Grd Apel $7 

Peacock, Aura Joux, Liandudno, Contractor Bangor 

meee T 1 99 Ord — Iankeeper Scarborough 
mmsox, Taom 
Pet April 23 Ord April 

Rocsas, Cuarces ew Old Kent rd, Butcher High 
Court Pet Aprilé Ord 


Rocers, Facprrice, Bury St Tailor ta 8t 

Edmunds Pot April 23 Ord —— 

— — ——— re Pee 
ba, A 


gute tae San f Bole Maker 
Ashton under —— Ord 
— Huon Rawsox, Leamiogton arwick Pet 


Ord 4 23 
Sroparr, oe * Commission Agent Leeds Pet 


Stroxz, te. 5* Moatpelier, Brist»l, Printer 
Brist 1 Pet April29 Ord April 29 
Grass, Races, — Sager Leeds Pet April 28 


Tyrpemax, Josspx, Waltham Cross, Aucti 
Eimon‘on Pet March 25 Gedapel — 
orks, Culliery 


Waruixeroxs, Epowar 

Bitte, Sted, — 
Wi. — > foam, 128 Ord Ape * Itonmouger Swan- 
Seeman” Rosert Pitcner, Sandgate, K-nt, Butcher 
Canterbury Pet April 4 3. Ord A Agel 9 


Amended substituted — eee tn the 
Gazette of 


E A rt, Abingw, Surrey, Butcher Croydun Pet 
288 an, Mawven, 
fa Ord March 15 


Amended notie wbitated for that pubihad in the 


+ * London Gazette of April = 
» 280) Newtown, Groce. ewto' 
iat ——— * 


com James, Ashton 
Pet April 1 Ord Joe 


Iz nei J on rd Went Croom, Tose 

op, AnTauR James, 

High Court pecan ti 1397 Reso Nov 5, 1897 

Ashanes; denen, Foam tan, Cellier May 12 at 11 
Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff ‘ 

ae ‘tiutan, Camberwell, Stonemasoo May 10 at 

Bartesoy, Liowa. Josern, York, White- 
smith 16 at 12.15 Rec, 28, Stonegate, Yurk 


B , Ax ‘ Buck M 
ig" H.do "OW les, Conedy Court Mage: Non 
Baoveu, Freverick Jouy, 
11 ab 10.80 Of Rec, Newcastle 
—— ——— 

W: on Tyne, T 
whet a’ 

— roller May ih af 31.30 hes. B0, Modey ob 
C dons, Ghavtrth, ur 28 BSton⸗ Merch ant 
Coors, Feunx. Barnet, Corn Merch enchant "May 10 ot 3 On 
Cor tay Ave Jon #, Button, Guildford, Farmer panne 


Hee, 6, Temple 
2 Ry -- EE Bee en 12 at 1.80, 


wanes 
Off Ree, 29, 








2a. Stonegate, 


Peon ts =, Houses, Coste. — * Compositeor May 11 at 11 
Off Bec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield ’ 
Peneina, Canisroruce 
at 12.30 London Bridge 
- 10 at 2.80 Uff Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 
— Hener, and Juax Banvac — Kaigh‘- 
eo ee 3 May ll ati? Bank- 


— Wictiam Avant , East Retford, Nottc, Groser May 
a Of Keo, 3, Silver st, L‘neoln 

Bros, om Vorssy, Bristol, Printer May 

oghea Fee 

Pork Butcher May 11 at 11 


eras, yh 
T.osy, Cases House 
é re oe Belwer ant 
Pon Boot Maker May 10 at 2.15 


Urrox, WIN, 
Off Rec, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
Sypxer, —— x, Solicitor Muy 


Waopptxetox, 
Winter, Fanpunso, arastapl, Inerance May 
17 at 12 Sanders & Son, — — 


Zi auaxx, W Bemerton 
— * reagan, at, - rd, Baker 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Anpagws, —— Ley Leather- 


seller Northampton Pet Ord 2 
wie ri Ord “Apel 3 e Norful, —* 
—5 EL Ord April 29 Whitesmith 
— Baker Liverpool Pet April 


owns, 6 Gomme Wi 
Marnveer, Wi hee —— —3 nr 5 Po- 
ak aye Barnley, se” 2 Pet March 
Hovren, Aa — — Leicester Pet March 








Srop sar, 

ls ad © Leeds, I Ael Keep.r Leads Pet April 23 
r 

—X — 
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— 


Warumaros, Eowarv, Mexborough, Colliery Banksman 
Sheffield Pet April 25 Ord April 28 
ronmonger 





Wituians, t eee, Swansea 
Pet April 28 


Ord April 28 


Woegmas Rosert Pitcuen, Sandgate, Kent, Butcher 
Canterbury Pet April 28 Ord April 28 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 

Evans, Witu1am Jones, Liverpool, Tea Dealer Liverpool 


Des 23, 1884 Assul April 22, 1898 


Adjud il 22 


PATENTS 2 and ‘TRADE MARKS. 


W. P. THOMPSON & CO., 
322, High Holborn, W.C 
(and at Liverroot, Mancugsrer, and Birwixeuan), 


| Lanner, and INTERNATIONAL AGENTS of Pro- 
neial * Forma SOLICITORS in 


"DROPERTY WANTED. —M. Davis, 40, 
Ladbroke-grove, W., is open to Buy Properties in 
London Suburbs or 30 miles round London at best market 
prices; no objection to old, dilapidated, or troublesone 
properties; money ready (introduct ory fees | paid if required). 
ALUATIONS of Modern and Old LACES. 
Highest price given for Old Point and Modern Real 
Laces, Old Embroideries, &.—HAYWARD’S, 11, Old | 
Bond-street. Established 1770 in Oxford-street. 








EFFINGHAM WILSON, 
11, ROYAL EXCHANGE, LONDON, E.C. 


THE JUDICIAL TRUSTEES ACT, 1896, AND 
THE RULES MADE THEREUNDER. 


Price 2s. 6d. net. 


CATALOGUES GRATIS AND POST-FREE. 





Just published, price 5s. 62, net. postage 3d. extra. 
A SUPPLEMENT 
to tuz SECOND EDITION or tue 


“‘ LAW OF COPYHOLDS AND CUSTOMARY 
TENURES OF LAND,” 


CONTAINING THE 
COPYHOLD ACT, 1894, 
WITH 


NOTES ON THE SECTIONS THEREOF AND AN 
ADDENDUM TO THE TREATISE. 


BY 
C. -.. RLTON, QC., 

AND 
EÆ J. H. MACKAY, Barrister-a'-Law, 


*.* The work complete, with Gapplement, 30s. ; cash, 24s. 


WILDY & SONS, Law Publishers, 


Laxcoiy’s-1uw Arncuway, Carzy-steeet, Loxvoy, W.C. 


O SOLICITORS.—A Banker and Financier 

to receive financial details of any sound 

underta —— fcr limited company ; would purehas⸗ 

right out ; liberal fee to solicitors for introducing usiness, 
. R., * Solicitors’ Journal” Office. 








o. SOLICITORS. —Required, Name and 
Address of Firm succeeding to the business of Chas. 
ames Whalley, 6, Child’s-p!ace, —— in 1859.— Box 

= e @, * Bolicitors’ Journal” Office, 27, Chancery-lane. 





TENT matters. 
—— in all Capitals. 


NO INVALIDS.—A List of Medical Men in | 
a parts Receiving Resident Patients sent gratis, 
with full particulars. Schoolsalso reeommended.—Mevicat, 











OLICITOR desirous of increasing his con- | 


nection, would Purchase a Sound Practice or Succes- 
sion in the City ; could take over existing offices.—R. F., 
“* Solicitors’ Journal” Office, 27, Chancery-lane. 


Y OUNG SOLICITOR commencing practice 
can have Use of Bolicitor’s Office, in a good position 

near the Courts, in return for slight Assistance.—B. C. 

* Solicitors’ Jor Journal”’ Office, 27, Chancery-lane, 


WANTED, ), Clerk 


D, Clerkship in London Office 
Admiralty business, by Solicitor (January 

Final, not admitted, retained where articied in C ity office 
has .ven close attention to office work ; moderate salary. 
dress, Navis, Wilkes’ Advertising Offices, 29, Ludgate- 





Alreep AHRENFELD, Handwriting | 


and Facsimilist, 44, Fleet-street, London, E C. 
*.* Special and immediate attention given to Provincial 
matters, 


ARY GIBBON, ‘DECE ASED. — Any 

en or other person haviog in®his possession 

the Will of this lady, who formerly resided at 89, St. 

Dunstan’s-road, West Kensington, is requested to commu- 

nicate with Coutins, Rosix:o%, & Drirrieco, Svlicitors, 34, 
Castle-street, Liverpool. 


O NOBLEMEN, Members of Parliament, 
Solicitors, and others.—Freehold Ground-rent of 
3 — per annum, ia one — well — on West- 
property ; price 28 years —— to Boxsd & 
Bow, 31, Queen Victoria-street. * yes ‘ 


To TRUSTEES and Others. —Advertiser, | 
cates ee net Jatt coms leted the management and distri- 
a considerable estate, largely realty, seeks a 
J— bankers’ and professional —— — of the 
highest character.—Address, W. L., c/o Streets, 30, 
Cornhill. 
HE SUBURBAN PROPERTIES COR- 
PORATION, of 82, Finshury-pavement, E.C , have 
the following Parcels of Freehold Ground-rents in the 
Suburbs of ion for Disposal, at 28} years’ purchase — 
viz., £30 10s., £36, £44, £40 and £27, and £80 at 27 years’ 
purchase 











IREEHOLD Ground-rents on Offices and 
Flats ; capital tion ; £1,500 and ——————— 


together or premises occupie high-cl * 
tenants ; —— years’ ” purchase (£45,000 an —* 


near offer.—Groncr Bexen & Co., 2, Cireus-place, 





| 
| 
| 





| t 
| * 











JATENTS. —Mr. F. W. GOLBY, A.I.M. E., 
M.S A., Patent Agent (late of V. M. Patent Offises 
86, Chancery-lane, London, WC. Letters Patent ob- 


&c., Association, Lrp., 8, Lancaster-place, Strand, W.C. 
Tel.add.,““Tritorm, London.” Telephone No. 1 854, Gerrard. | 


SPATRIA AGRICULTURAL COLLEGE | 
A (vid Carlisle), situated in one of the finest Stock- ‘ained and —— effected in all parts of the 
raising districts of the country. Practical and scientific | eae conducted. Opinioas and Searches 


instruction. Success in Examinations of Surveyors’ Insti- | 
— Preparation for colonies. Six farms, creamery | ponpoN GAZETTE okpbtished authority) and 
workshops. LONDO and ADVERTISEMENT 
— J SMITH HILL, B.A.. B.8e., Principal. OFF FICE.—No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 
7 ry 
Q(RIENT COMPANY'S PLEASURE | ry ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, 
CRUISE by their begs to direct the attention of the Legal Profession 


from | to the advantages of his long experience of upwards of 
ow years, in the special insertion of all pro forma notices, 
and hereby solicits their continued support.—N.B. 
—— Gratis, for Statutory Notices to Creditors and Dis- 
“angi — of Partnership, with necessary Declaration. 
And the NORTH CAPE (for Midnight Sun), stamps for advertisements and file of *‘ London 
Arriving back in London 11th July. | Gazette” kept. By appointment. 
| 


nihstsiinen eae ee J 
| | SPECIALTIES 
| For INVALIDS. 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &e., 


Prepared from finest ENGLISH MEATS 
Of all Chemists 


Steamship “LUSITANIA,” 3,912 tons register, 
Loypvow 15th June, Lerra 17th June, to the finest | 


FIORDS in NORWAY 





Managers: F. Green & Co. ; Anderson, Anderson, & Co. 
Head Offices : Fenchurch-avenue, 


For passage — to the latter firm at 5, Fenchurch- | 
avenue, London, E.C.; or to the West-End Branch Office, | 
16, Cockspur-street, 8.W. 


EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTERESTS | 

in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY or other | 
Securities and Annuities PURCHASED, or Loans or 
Annuities thereon granted, by the EQUITABLE RE- 
VERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIE CY (LIMITED), 10. 
Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand. Established | 
Capital, £500,000. Interest on Loans may be capita- | 


and Grocers, 











1835. 

lized. BRAND & CO., LTD., MAYFAIR, W., & MAYFAIR 
C. H. CLAYTON, Joint WORKS. VAUXHALL, LONDON, 8.W. 
F, H. CLAYTON, | Secretaries. | 





LONSDALE PRINTING WORKS, 
LONSDALE BUILDINGS, ‘st, CEA CHANCERY LANE. 
ALEXANDER € - SHEPHEARD, 
PRINTERS and PUBLISHERS. 
BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES. 
NEWSPAPERS & PERIODICALS. 
And all General and Commercial Work, 
Every description of Printing—large or smal!, 


Agents W anted. 
Printere of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL Newspaper. 


EDE AND SON, | 
ROBE MARES. | Authors advised with as to 8 to Printing and Publishing. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT. } Contracts entered into. 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of tle 
Judicial Benen, Corporation of London, &c. | 
ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Olerks, and Olerke of the Peace, 


Corporation Robes, Universityand Olergy Gowns. | 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


VENTRAL LONDON RAILWAY. —Shep- 
herd’s Bush, Notting-hill, West Kensington Park, 
and District.—Owners wishing to Sell or Let Property in 
these districts should send to C. Raw ey Cross & Co., who 
ave more applications than they can suit ; particulars in- 
serted in their Western Suburbs Register free. Rent collec- 
tions undertaken (large or small), and Property of all kinds 
managed on inclusive terms ; punctual payments guaran- 
eed ; references to clients of 20 years’ standing. - Offices, 
(facing) Uxbridge-road Station, Ww. | 


NARRIAGES INSURED AGAINST} 

ACCIDENTS caused by Collision, the Falling, 

Bolting or Kicking of Horses, or by being Rua into by 

other Vehicles 

Policies issued for the Year or Season only. Prospectuses 

post-free. | 
ImrertaL AccipENT, ae Srockx aa General Insurance 

, Lim | 

17, Pall Mall East, Lenton, 8.W. 














s. FISHER 188, Strand. 


SPINK & son 


beg _ respectfully 
announce that they 
ACCURATELY APPRAISE 
JEWELS and SILVER 
PLATE, &c., for the 
Leaat Proresstoy or 
rurcnase the same for 
cash if Estab- 
lished 1772. 


Under the — * H.M. The Sas and H.8.H. Prince Louis Battenburg, K.C.B, 


** iichester House,” 
(Established 1877). Telephone No. , 669, Kensington. 





AONDS, 


PE A RP] 
JEWELLERY 
PLATE MEL 





TORI evo 





en CR a Nn ea 


te 


th RIN ht RCs! 





